


L3

. e
~7.

. o kS - N
LI ot -
fLt . : N
- o
A ) .
. R 3
;. -- DOCUEENT
- ¢
A

2 . ¥T RESUME ' ) PR
B 152 216 LT /// PR HE* 009 813 \
TIILB ..,- ; éf:intenan;e of Academic Qualzty in a Time' of -
AT L Un¢ ainty. Proceedings of-a ¥ational Seminar Held: ,
Tt ~ in/Keystone, “Colorado, July 18-20, 1977. . »
. INSTITUTION ncation’nonnipsion of the States, Denver, Colo.; e
EREC Staté Higher Education Execu&ive Office:s . r
.- / xssociation. . e o s
.. SPO¥S IGBECI » Xellogg Eoundntign, Battle CIeek"ﬁiCha S _
" PUB-DATE . | Jul 77 . , . T
- BOTE’ Paie B 71?. * : ) .
thILlEIB FRCH Bducation to:nission of the States, Inse:vice- N ¢
R ~'; -7, . Bducatfon Program, 1860 Lincaln: st:eat, Suite“300, . * ‘
. - ) Deﬁver, “Colorado, 80295 ‘. . . .
. BDBS paxcz anﬁso 83 HC-$3.50 pius ostages ° K
DBSCRIP&OBS tAcadenfc tandards; ference Beports' Baucatioga}
Planning; ¥Bducational Quality; Finmancial &nppott‘
N Political. Influéntés; Seminars; Staff, Rble;’ State-
g Aid; *¥State Boards of Edncifion.,State Officials;
Y - #Stateqlde Planning; Student finangial Aid 7o .
5 A A : . . - s
“* ABSTRACE : ‘ - -
~  fThe proceedings of the Insa:vice Bducation Progzdi -, .
selinat for statewide academic planning and proegram :evfii officers. .
inggtate boards of education are summarized¢ Areas discussed dnrinq/‘\‘” T
_the segeions and semmarized here include: (1) student ‘aid. ys. O
'1nstit&tional aid; '(2) ‘cuorrent issues in state planningy £3) T

differentiation of function: (&) the question ‘of quality; 5y’ the °
‘need for comprehensive state planning{ (6) the politips of planhing;-
and (7) -the purposes, criteria, processes and pcuers of program !
_review. The appendices contain papers on varying definitions. of - .
. ‘academic quality and the numerous trends agpd Fressures threatening to. -
its.pnrsuit (George W. Bonhanm); and practical and political
¢ircuistances confroh ing statevide education boazds. (Richard n. -
- #Millard). A list of er papers presented and a list qf attendees*
“are also p;ovfded. (SPG) L /

/ R . ° o .
#t“#t*t#tﬂmttttﬁttt‘#t,#’#‘## *% & ‘#t*#t*ttt”#t#‘#‘4###$t¥$$tttt

x Beptoductions.Supplied by “EDRS “are-the best that can be made . *°
JE froen’/the original 4 ulent. . *
4::::;*¢*:*:1;:;:::*:::::ytgxtttt:t::tta:t:tstt:t*ttt::::::t:téﬁatttt:t
.. - . | )
- . AN . N\ . ‘

l- 0 »
. . ¥
. . ® ~
. . 7 « °
. " . v PR
| , L g
. a » ¢ *
gt e - : .
.,




- * ~ [ -“
- )
- . - ‘-
‘ R ’ - PROCEEDINGS .. . S .,
-t T, 19 ' . © )\'.
' - ,\ THE MAINTENANCE OF ACADEMIC QUALITY. IN A TIME OF UNCERTAINTY v
- . .
. : ‘\ L4 ) g o
.. . ST y < ‘ s\}
R A.Natfonal Seminar . . h
e ; " Sponsored by . )
= . ‘ * ’~ o :?.
: A - °.  The Inservice Educatfon Progra .
A R A - ;o of the
. L . . - . .
- N Education Commission of the States_ ' > o
and by the - - < ~ .
State H1gher Education Executive fficers Associatidl
I'n s _- ) \' . ‘ . ]
* \ ) j
. . = - * s - g
. - . - Fo3 ' . by . :
- : ‘ - - ] N "\ ’ ‘g
. N - ) ) ¥l
July 18-20, 1977 T,
Keystone Lodge . ) . o, .
: ) ] /" Keystone, Golorado N Y. !
. — — —— T
The fnservice.Education Prograsi of ECS is funded - - L
) prifarily by a five-year grant from the W. K. oLt .
-~ v Kellogg Foundation, with additional funds from . T
3 . S, S'HEEO, ‘and meetihg,registration fées. » : .o ,
Iy Inservice Education Program of the-. : S ., ,_
o <7 Eduqatwn Commig¢sion of the States | S L .
4oL 1860 Lincoln Street S T
_.‘ B . & L .’f , .. ‘suite 300 : * ‘,‘ .
T s Denver, Cdlorado 80295 RV ‘
) /\\_/._ .- ' / ‘ . ]
- ,— - s ) /e -
' -~ { ’/
. - , ~st i\ . _ !
R s
v 3 s )
e ® ’_J ’ ' ‘ x-
.~ .
s N N - . -




T -~ " PROCEEDINGS L
RS - [#R4 . )
LT ;4\ THE MAINTENANCE OF ACADEMIC QUALCITY. IN A TIME OF UNCERTAINTY
4 “ : ‘ \\ ‘ R
{4' . rd | «
. ) - A Natjonal Seminar o
S R * Sponsored by

<@ -

..1

AR -
o ? - ¢ . of the
- e ‘ Educat10n Commissién of the tates-
) and by the -

State H1gher Education Executive

o . *

July 18-20, 1977
Keystone Lodge
Keystone, {olorado : N

S
- v
- 0

prifiarily by a five-year grant from the W. K. D
1ogg Foundation, with additional funds from ‘
S, SHEEO ‘and meetihg,registration fees. »

\l o ~
. -
. -~
.
.

——

-

Inservice Education Program of the-
Eduqation Commission of the States

1860 Lincoln Street :
; Suite 300 O
N Denver, Cdlorado 80295




>

-9

7
.
.

* TABLE OF CONTENTS -

- 'mmonucﬁon

<

‘I, ms NATURE 0P THE CONFEREﬂCE _
1. fms -BROADER SETFING FOR;ACADEHIC PLANNING ARD PROGRAM’REYTEW 1" °

N
" 111, \HAJo\z ISSUES BEFORE m? smrs somzos R
‘IV.* -, CONCLUDING REMARKS® . .+

- WARREN HILL ’

‘.

V. ° POSSIBLY, FUTURE, /AGENDA ITEMS

@ ROBERT SERDANL
' Appsnm.css

c ~A., ngram . s

. - .
e ’

5 The #alntenance of Acadestic. Quality 1n a Time of Uncertainty
' George W. BOnnam
. /
C. Issves of St atewme Concern in 'Hf'gner Education
X 91ehard M, %11}ard.» P

-~

D. Og,ner’ Papers
: E. L1st of A;tendees

v 3

t




»

~ -~ . 4.

INTRODUCTION

’ aet e

State Teved academtc plamners have an important role to play in the
distribution of the educational rgsod?ces of the state. The academic’
planner attempts to foster articulation’among 1nst1;utzons, and, in -
. "most states, provides thé organwzationa1 direction necessary to ~

. 1n order to.cdrry dfit. this mission, the academic planner needs the _ -
. dpportunity to’ exchange idedsHwith other professionals dn the field. .
*-Thi inar _was one at,tempt t,o,orowde an gz;ortumty for professxoni& ‘

:—. ‘d’a’. - - . . . LY *

‘. . >

= . ™~ . .
The following is a report on the proceedings of the Inservice Education
Program Seaﬁnar, *The Maintenance of Academic Quality in a Time of
Uncertainty.® "The conference arose out of a strongly felt desire of
academic planning and program review officers in statewide boards of
higher education to have a professional forum-comparable fo their
- . seniér State Higher tducation Executive.0fficers. As a rpsult, the
nferenceé brought together abouf 70 such officers from states
nd three €anadian provinces. As a firsg aaeiing, the seminar's - )
primary burposmwas to create 3 network of statewide dcademic flanniang .
officers with shared concerns; 'and to tdentify and explore the nature -
of those concegns. .
"Many individyals combined their efforts to make the copference a success.
Louis Rabine®s, Director of the Inservice tducation Prograg, £CS, was -
primarily responsable for putting together the conferencé. In planning
and implementihg it he collaborated most closely with Robert J. Barak,
Director aof Research and-gnformation of the Iowa Board of Regents 3nd
“with Robert W. Jacob, Assistant Comissioner for Academic Affairs,
Misdouri Department o¥ ﬁigher 24Ufatxgi Kenneth Fischer, Djrector
_ of the Postsecondary Education Convening Authority, Institutd for
* Education Leadership, and. Harriet HoTlander, Director of Counseling L.
at.Skidmore College, New York, served 3s process consultants. -
Robert 0. Berdahl, professor of higher education, State University of

)

. Nek York at Buffalo and Amy Plumer,,education reporter, observed the B

R Y

séssions and prbvided a summary of the conference proceedings. ] : 3

Unfoftuna;e}y, space does not altlow for the raproductions of all the

apers presented at the conference, The imterested reader ig referred .

ts the appendix where he/she will find reference to additional resources .
. that may be made ava11ab}e, updn request, from Education Commission of

the States. °

LY

effettively monitor and review academic programs at the state-level. . ' -
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- '- I. THE NATURE OF THE CORFERENCE - .

Hardly has the dust settled from the last three decades' extraordinary
expansion of higher educatlon, but those in posrtwns at least part]y
-responsible for its dehvery and quality find themse'ivgs hav:ng to’
p‘ian for 1ts-'¢ontractwn Before statewide academic p]anners dre dual
,}obs. They have to ponitor and p*(o\nde articulation among institutions

and programs -- some of which have only just been established -- whﬂe

’

at the same time. t?ay\halve to, plan for their total system's contraction.

Rew ideas, new skills, new _ins-tr&ments are needed.

. . ’, A 3 ~
The foﬂowing report bn the proceedings of the Inservice Education

. ’ > .
Program seminar, “The Maintenance of Academic ‘Quality in a Time of

o

" L
j‘ncertamty,“ 1s the second step in a needed process of communication.
¢

The 5era1nar itsetf was the filrst step. 'Sponsored by SHEEO and the
InsérviceyEducation Program of the Education Commission of the States,

it was

”

~—

held July 18-20,71977¢ in Keystone, Colorado. v

*

3 . ¥

Fal

. The conference arose out of a strongly felt desire of academic pianning

" and program review of f

have a pro'Fessional
it brought wgether

Canadian ‘provi nces.

jcers in statewide boards.qf higher education to
forum conparab’le”.o the%r senior SHE\EO?ZQ‘S and
about 79 such officers from 34 ‘states dnd three .

The seminar's prmary purpose, as ‘a first meetmg,

were simpl,r to treate a netﬁork of statemdeecadeenc p'ianmng officers

"with shared -concernss and to 1dent1fy and explore the nature’of those .

concerns The purpose of"sms report is to

in Xeystone ‘by recordmg and cormenting upon the prob’lems and 1deas

‘urther the dialogue begun -° _

voiced at the semnar, by reproducing or sunmarizing the papers delivered ?

and, by d1stributmg the nanes,

. Ky egr

m}erests and areas of expert1se of those

3

_ ,

in attendahce




e primarﬂ;y responszb]e for puttmg’ together the conference

S

. currently strugghng, what was sought ere shgrper definitions of ° ‘ [ .

-

Louis Rabineau/ Director of the Inservice Education Program, ECS, was:

In planmng .

« .

and’ 1mp1ementing it .he collaborated most c1ose1y yzth Robert
i
Djrector of, Research and .Informatzon of the Iowa Board of Regents and

. . <

f Barak,:

with Robert H. Jacob Assistant Conm1ss1oner for Academc Affax rs,

Hissouri Bepartment of Higher Educat1on. Kenneth Hscner, Diréctor”

"of the Postsecondary ;ducatzon Convening Authomty, Instxtute for ¢
Educatton LeadershapJ and Harrxet HoHander, Dxrector of Counsehng,

“Skidmore CoHege, served agy process consu1tants Qobert 0. Berdah}

professor of m'gher education, State Umvgrsity*of New York at 8urfa"(o '1

=

" and. Amy“Plumer, education reporter, were asked to observe the sesstong,
and produce this report. oot Y

-
3 «

It was agreed that this ﬁ‘st ﬂeetmg of the staten'}de academnic planning

and review officers, should be devoted estabhshmg rélations among

| ]
" . ’

professionak(nho shared concerns and to, identifyikg broadiy thosa
concerns; it was not intended. to provide a deep and mtensfve sexamingtion

of only a few major jssues. Thus the primary substance of the confer-

J/‘ ] ¢
ence was found 1n the informal discussions which occurred in.the 12

‘' x

concurrent sessions, offered in four different sets Hhﬂ.e resource

persons were present in nearl these sess1ons the enphaszs was on
y 7

- P

participants’ sharing the problems and chaUenges with which they are” > }
' - : .
|

P

-

common prob'&-ens, new views of the mterre%ationships' among these‘
probleéms, and in some cases, identification of useful materials,

- bibliography and experiences. !

-

Al thouoh broad ran.qw{
A review and exploration of the new, comphcated and pdtentialu grim

daalogue essen;iaﬂy fell into three catego=r1es~

rd

circumstances id which higher‘ education f1nds “itself .during the:_c}oszlng o

&

&

- .. .
L& -y ,
f

’ - < 0 4.
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decades of ‘the 20th -antury,"the- nove'( p'(anmng, -moni toring and

7
wide boards, many “of which themselves aré devéloping agencies;
. ] - 7 -

the somewhat uncharted ‘territory of eonceptualizing and mounting -

mediating roles these nea circumstances are foisting upon stat,gn )
M
d

program reviews. '
. 4 - B




,- consensus of the seminar. While most of the panel sessions focused

. By 1985 the tréditjonal@o!,lege age grogb offls-to-24-year olds ,is . — i ’

P * * -~ .
’)‘r “ [3 . ’ £
R R - : .. - ® —
* ) 1’ ’ / . - ' ¢ § . g Te ’ ) -
,;_II: " THE BRQADER SETTING FOR ACADEM?G=PLAHNING‘AND-PROGRAM-REVIEHQ"- .
‘That' state academc ‘planners wﬂl be poor in the yaw materials of- T .

hig’her education -- students aud money = but weaqthy in. 1nte11ectua1 /

~_
o'litica‘l and technical chaﬂenges in the years ahead was surely the

~7 e

. . v . . -

.on defimgg thé prob'{ems planner}s were having 1n responding to “these

‘new chaﬂenges, the two keyn,ote speakers, George Bon’ham, editor -in-

_ chief’ of “Change Magazme, and R1chard M. :-hnard d1rec’L’or Qf post-\

secondary. education at ECS, and resource person, Stephen Dresch,_ -

~

president, Institute for Demographic and Economic Studies, Yale

.University, dealt thorddgh]y, if variously, with 'contemporarftrends ~ _'
= affecting higher education/and its mana.gement ‘he state 1é3e1. ‘

\

. "

Before dea%mg—-mth the d1scuss1ons themse]ves we will first s

arize ’ .
briefly she three above.-nentioned papers to provide a feehng'f r the . ’

J

broader setting of the conference. All thre’e papers are present n, ,
their entirety later in this report. -t
’ * s k4

- !
Or. Millard prov1ded a comprehenswe dverview of the practica] and

. politica] c1rcumst«anges confrontmg statemde education boards, . . .

* Dr. Bonham explored,.varyzng deﬁmtmns of academic quality, 1dentify- .

ing numerous t\ends ‘and presswes‘ threatening to its puriit, and Dr. -

‘ol . -
" Dresch -offered a g'(oomy view of the dynamics of grov;th and dechne S, . -

in higher educatwn quite in keeping with his "d'usma't sc1ence " -

*
- . [

Dr Miﬂard enwﬁerated six “changed conditions" which are »provid%ng a.
high]y problemmatic framework “or the functiomng of statewide higher .

education boards. These were; -~ changes 1n the student populat1on.

Lt

A

. T
M ~

7 I1-1
+) . )
I .o

e
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“ competmg pub'hc services are prevalent 1n Q\tate governments(, o e e

- + . h . R
. for accountability is-bringing to bear & new set of pressures and ~

' expecte;tions for institutions and state boards Management 1nformat'i'on

* anticipated to drcp‘b§‘4"7 percent, nationauy; ¥h some states it

w‘lﬂ drop by as, 's much as 2. 3 perc,ent. Overaﬂ enroi1ment5,"depe’r1d-"
ing on the progfrosticator, are at bédst expected to ho?d even. At © : -

the same time the ’deve1opment of an Ws nontradmgon‘ﬂ older student | .
' N ®
. clientele wﬂ'( require new 1nst1tutzo jal forms and’ moc?'es- of 1nstructzon ’

and new 'k1nd;/ of statew]de p1ann1ng a monitoring. And new questions s ! o

. . .
arise about whether the tax dollar shodld be devoted to adult, career- . ’

oriented eaucatio_n. ° . S . .. ~ :
, e k] . "'o

-

--changes in level. of agpropmat'lon Evo§v1ng public polici \suggest

a lower priority for higher educatmn F nding for iMgher educatmn is
expected at ‘best to stay cons-tant more hkely to dec;rease/nf’]ahon . C e

and rising costs are hﬁtmg/ 1nst1tut1ons as 1owered conﬁdence ahd -

-

- .
\ : -
[N R . ,-
-

-~changes in.pdsture of public and state gové'mment,'*f growing-\conce’m :
. LAY s -

Y

\.systemgf program budgeting, performance audits a}ld .program reviews ‘are .
- -

all occurring., Leg?‘s"latwe or executwe umts 1n at 1east 20 states

have mouptea"théw own performance audwts Such audits, performed by

qon-educatiou government agencies, pose a seriouF ‘thréat to the integm‘ty-

-

. ! ¢ .
of the academic process Said Dr. M'mard “Far {.oo frequent'ly:.. : t - r
prime cyjterion is hk»e'(y to be- efficiency rather than educat"iona1 .
oY

effectivensss," ~ . .o : |
". - . .‘ . R o ’ . e

»
i —

—-changes in conceptuaﬁzat'lon of higher educa’tion universe A recog- "

_

J
nition 1is growing that public higher education is on1y one part of the



1
“

‘: atr dnd p]anned for .in relation to each othe? ' ‘. L

P

-

» -reviéw, audit contro] or actua] decision making. .

.
~
.

postsecondary universe. P]anﬁ‘mg 'mﬂ have. to includy Pf‘ivate,‘ -

[ ~—= -

proprietary, vocationa,]/techmca]reducation and other efforts.

--cﬁanges in" federal- state re]ations- Federai 1egislé,tion and reg{ria- .

tions are hav1ng an increasir@ impact on the wor:k of statemde boards '

\‘and it is -criticaﬂy important that state*and federai pr,pgrams beiooked

"
)

ey e 2 — e -
e

. --changes in attitudes towards govemance: i.egisiatures and governors,‘

\‘_f/in their heighte,n’ed concern for ac-countabi]ity, are seeking to further

,centrahzef and contro] the operation of higher education. This Js

-

.l being&expressed through the’ granting of ggater “powers to state ‘em

a

go\férning boards, but there is also a trend for executive or - .9

_

iegislative branches to take over directiy the nia,]or functions of budget
N s

—

- L -
- 3 . . [ 4 . 'y

& L v ’ . ° - . ; .
. hThese changed cond*itions‘ sug'gested br. Millard, are adding up'to 2 majo
chaHenge to statewide boards, which themselves have ‘beéen undergoing
* changes. in ‘the 1ast few years. "The critica1 question may well be

=

deal with the changing conditions, the unsteady state, and the time of

WA 4

uncirtainty " Between 1970 and 1975 Dr. ‘Miﬂard pointed out, 23 states
have mg_difi’ed their higher educatioﬁe\ncies. During 1976, .six s-tates

- considered changes, one wfthdrew the budget developmen’t and -<'ev1ew

L4

functiorr; “and another gave the 1egisiature the’ powé’r to determine insti-'
tutiona1 rote and scope Estabhshﬁ to plad for ordeﬂy growth, b‘oards

- are\quite sudden]y expeoted to manage dec]ine 0f the phenomena in flux

in the “hrgher education world, ‘the changing structurea and expectations

for perfonnance)o'f higher education state boards may bé the most‘crucia]

’-'suggested Dr..Millard. ; _ o ’

y

whether eXisting coordmating and governing structures are adequate to -

(7
K
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A somewhat jocular but neverthe]ess telling ind1cat?on that part1£Jpants
B "/ .
" were Wellnaware of" bheéchang1ng cood1t1ons’Dr M]]Iard out11ned was
offered by a quubr)ous little questxonnaxre,,ent1t1ed "Test ﬁor a State
of Decline," distr1buted tn a session by F.* Gordon Foster, Assoclgte ‘

-
L3

. Comm1ssnonén for Academ1c Affalns 50uth Dakota Board of Regents. The

Quest1onna¥re lists tW'Tve, now conmon phenoMena-1nd1cat1ng a. host 1e

‘*pubTic attitude toward higher edﬁcat1on

S ¢

/

<

.
=
e

I

"r":. .

v

a"

A

Another 1nterest1ng presentat1on was Dr. Dresch s rup-through\yf-both

,'dec11ne of ‘the h1gher educat1on estate Dr. Dresch argyed that the

forces wh1ch served to encourage growth in higher educat1on have now '

turned arou/d a‘g are serving to 11m1t it and produce a dec11ne .The

growth-pnod0c1ng forces -- techno]ogical and organ1zat1ona1 changes in
4.\ g
the soc1ety -- i.e.y demand for a more h1gh1y skill d{labor farce and "

mer1tocrat1c ‘ideals -~ have resu}zed ina greater supp]y of highly, educated

Iabor than the manket requ1res and have a]so resul ted m a‘bemora}mn .

of competence in both student and facu]ty . Y '.
+ N . * , - / ; ) .
Becline wi]] resylt then, he argued, from severa] causes

- ’-

will go down because of a lowered b1rthrate 2:d a sma]ler proportJon of ,

I‘ . 7

. Sheer numbers’

coT]ege*age students choosing co]]ege in response toad market glutted”

w1thfh1qh1y but perhaps not very, wél] educated persons Dec11ne in

qua11ty has a]ready octurred because of the sw1ft mass product1on of .

Ph Ds dur1ng the }ast few decédes

L 4

¥
tenure ponc1es that will_lock in the less ab]e facu]ty now teach1ng

: /\

cBy 1990, Dr. Dresch predicted; co?]ege enrol]ments will be 75 percent

It will decline further because of -

g

of their present’size. ° . o . -,

‘1(.,.'

externa] and 1nterna1 forces that shou]d resu]t 1naat 1east the temporary

1 ]

I1-4




. 'The trends Dr Bonham explored 1n hls attempt to def1ne the sett1ng

‘

in“whtchastate academ%c planners must function - were o? &»d1fferent'

-

onder. 1)) o BOnham sought to def1ne what was the nature of academ1c .

.

. quality whﬁch state\ofﬁicers are charged with ma1nta1n1ng and what

‘-were the current, forces leading to 1ts flower1ng or fad1ng Although

extendln%\the boundartes of the def1n1tion of qual1?y to 1nclude not

odly inte lectual act}v”ty but also moraL, civic and spiritual

. qualit1es, Dr.: Bonham argued that qual1ty in. mgher education“ »

. esSent1ally perta1ns to 1ntellectual capac1ty and%ach1evement’ )
o . : . . o 2

= . -

’4 variety of ‘trends, some as old as the nation, threat qual1ty_rn .

y o . AJ pia :
- shigher .education, he suggested. Speak1ng of this country's t1me-worn

’

' (anq.honored) “particular tension between the search,for excellence
/ - i i \

" and the need to equalize opportunities",Dr:b onham said thit the drive
toward equity and access;was currently hold1 : ségy/in postsecondary

.Aeducatﬁon, to the, detrament of-qual1ty An ever-present streak. of anti-

]

—
1ntelIéctual1sm res1d1ng in the Amer1can character (and in state

'Leglslatures) aJso cont1nues to corrode the cultivation of qual1ty

- r

- .
> Py - . .
ﬁ [}

. In addlt1on,’state h1gher education boards them§e1ves have,character1st1cs
that can m1l1tate agalnst qual1ty. These 1nclude the tendency of'thé
agencles to expand thetr own bureaucracyis and powers and _to prolwferate
rules apd regulatlons all of‘nhlch rob insEitutions of 1n1t1at1ve and
creatjvlty The development of,state artlculated,hlgﬁg; educat1on |

¢ structures 5150 tends to, result in nondifferentlated, equglized funding
mechan1sms Such mechanisms or fohnulas do not adequately take nto
accouni’dif?erent resdurce requxremenks of different 1nst1tutions and ‘

'programs " Dr.-Bonham gave therexample of the submerslon of the flagshap

. univer51ty 1nto a statew1de system of schools, none of them parthularly




s ‘ .;\. . A U . . , >
distinguished He'urged that this trend be reconsidere Dr Bonhame

L4

a]so chided state ‘planners, for fa111ng prey\to-our era 's. tendeney

s

towands becoming over-spec1aiized' calling for a conSideration of sub--"

Y 2 .
- stani? béfore statistics, courage, as wei] as manageria] "knowshow. . -

N ‘ . - £
< ¢ . [

The primary concern that Dr. Bpnham returned again and again t0'wa5'the )
misappiisatibn\of the egaiitarian 1mpuise in higher education pianning
In his conciuding remarks-he s}id' "The riecessary social equ11ibr1pm
will u]timateiy not be serQEETby the pub]ic be]ief that every human s
equai in talent ii{ everybody else, that manntaining qua]ity 1s best
defined by d1v1d1ng the—nation .S educationai ‘goods equa]ﬂy among all.

To maiﬁtain academic quality, you w111 need to-energize youf best

resources and deveiop a soc1a1 phiiosophy which may notngyays be

po}nticaiiy.attractive or make front-page news, and to defend the nation

-

Lo
lai that there s nothing immora] about 1dent1fy1ng and rewarding except10na1

talent. - Aboye all, you must devise better ways to make the student the

[4

ultimate centerpiece of your work, and not the system and-coordinating
AY

Y . ‘ -

framework within which you must work," - s
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.III., MAJOR ISSUES BEFORE THE STATE: BOARDS LT AL
- . . " fc .. . 5"
- As se?eral speakers at the conference observed state boar' sstand in i'
'a unique and urriquely 7mportant position As med1at0ns een the \
\1nst1tutiq€s .and the. po]1t1c1ans state boardS\are the single most d1s- Lot

-

interested party in what is already Ln some cases becom1ng a bftter -

strugg]e for surviva] Boards "ability to ma1ng\1n the1r independence,

and ta p]an for and protect the qua11ty, ‘diversity and access 1n their *
4 .
;states h1gher educatignal systems is of centra] 1mportance. C .o~
/ " . [ *
&’

A prﬁmary concern that uhder]ay almost a]] discuss1qns of statew1de K
boards ini_the ‘next decade revolved around the realizat1on that 1t would

~ be both diff1cu1t and necessary o strike ney co]]aborative relations
with.;nstitut{ons while'at the same time prov1d1ng meaningful;ﬂeadenf
ship--- 1eaoership>that will be a good deal determfned by legisiatsve

" and exeoutiih pressures.‘,Cojlaboratjve planning,'goal Heterminatidn.
and‘evafyation‘weré all viewed as desirable but also as hard to achieve™>
in, a'period nhen statewide needs and 1nst1tutiona1 needs‘may be at odds.

~ The fostering of institutional autonomy, vigor and'quality.was seen'as
threatened .by contemporary po]1t1ca1 1mperat1ves for accountabi?wty, *

\cost-effectiveness and cost cutting. New requ1rements to fncorporate

K a great var1ety of nontrad1tiona1 posfse;ondary 1nst1tutions, programs

and students into a well- articu]ated statewide higher educationa] )

I . M -

system.complicate the task enormously. - .
» " . . . ' . “‘-

AN ' - P
"+ Boards' abt}ities to respond effectively to the new realities, to under-
. take meaningful statewide planning and.mount appropriate program revieqs
will obvdous]y requireﬂﬁn understand1ng and mastery of many comp]ex . "4

issues. ' These fssues ;- the great maJority of which surfaced during the

. - 15 . _ . TH-]
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>
) roeedfng, ‘as ‘it were, from the outer, macro- poldcy sheH to the

k-]
© . Sunmary of Concerns

-

'seminar v wiﬁ be.re 0

'who part1c1pated 1n ﬁe panel’.sess’(ons )

S
. \'

dehvered papers and

touched on manyémﬂa hg‘gd overl apping concerns, there will be no . N -
. A I S QJ SN ,
attempt. to \report separa%\"ly on each sessions .. T " c
‘e "& “” . / . v ’ 7 . - L _~

/.Ls_- ‘& ’ ' = ) "\ . v?

N " I N
inner, more technical core, the most sahen’t coneerns discussed during

14

the sessions were the fo"llowing. S -

. _— ‘ A ’
. oa . B
. .
t ! - : v !
< a - . / .

&

1K
’l, Student Aid vs. Instvtutwna} Aid; A fuadamental ‘issue is the posture

/%
which the state board will take in regard to inst‘itutional change,and ’

_d and di scussed be‘low As both those who ST

' adaptation to evohnng socxaHeeds. \Eﬂﬂaer the board can go the so- Pt

.

caHed freé market route of promot‘ing. mc_reased state aid te students, -

1ett1ng changes emerge as .szudents vote with their feet, or the board
)

» ¢an advocate more state 1ntervent1on and seek to obtain state goals of
quath, d‘rvers1t/, acces.s and chb?ce by promotmg 1nst1tut‘iona‘£ a1d‘

and a strong hand

-

_%rn‘ts_e,]f in p]ann‘lng and program review. .

\ ‘o

The free market route seens. pohtwfaﬂy attract‘iy}q_for no one has/to

take the blame for gr1m resu]ts such as institutional closures. 'But

it depends on a variety of’ factors, su¢:h as. accurate and well- d1ssemi:1ated
. inforrnat'lon, faxr compet‘i{'gon -and an extré’nely wel]-worked out student

]
ass‘istance program.

Even with ‘alt these factors in place, the assumptwnsv

" of ult‘imately‘ benign outcomes‘to the workmgs of Adam Smith's "invisible -

e

hand" may be no more justified 1n the educationa'l domam than' they ©

-

_..)

. earHer were.in the. econom"ic

The other alternatwe_, statewiﬁtervention, raises mﬁer problems .

/‘\

14

N\

T
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~

i
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e
&

Parmcu'lar'ry durmg per1ods of retrenchment the state ro]e can easﬂy

PR
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- ’Secome viewed as negative and Yegulatory State exper1ments with b
the use of positive incentive re quite rare in ..postsecondary educatwn, " R

‘,- and may be poJittca‘lT-ysuspect because state funds must usuaﬂ y bé

- g

.. . tiedto exthcit programs, approved in ae\/ance ,
R .. . .
» O R , . . - a0 - ?' . ‘\’- .

\

 Even though, in theory, a state. should opt for _the market mode‘l or the

s

1ntervention model in practice most states undertake, actw1t‘ies of

both kinds. ’de 'rnclude brfe‘_\mention of* the 1ssues here- merely to show*

<
* that the remaimng d1scusswns of planning and pmgram rev1en must no’t
be thought to< pre-empt the coverages of all state approaches “to. T ”
, - mstitutional change . R . T | "’ . _
) .2 Current Issues in State Planming: Rssum{ng, then, that 2 state board . \\J )
seeks}o pursue state goa'(s in postsecéndary education by activeaa—*e/ |
/ ver@on, whét are some §f the issues tnat “need to be addressed? S 7
; John Folger's “Notes on Planmng," 'qan be: sumarxzed as follows: ) ' _,.-, -
a. Planning for retrenchaent:»:t_ﬂh oot be popular at the T\v :‘
-7 - irLsﬁtutionaJ lével. | o k ,'!. ,
Negrly so percent of the states will nesd to urrdertake some
’ "Form of retrencrment p‘!anning for their public 1nstitut$ons -
Academc p'ianning has not- been effectively related to fiscal - ', - L -
< planning and budgeting ine most.states. : ’..' ' |
State level academic p]annin_g~has generally been separat_ed. o
from institutioda'( acad&ic“.planningr- . Tt
e: State leve‘l academic p‘(anning has given inadequate attention £ i
: ) o “ to the evaiuation of programs ) . ,,‘ . " . ‘
. " f. Most planning actisities have giv:n very little attentioo,to -
2! - maﬁpower issues, except .in, high-cost, nhigh-,demaud'{"'i‘elds 1ike

the _hea'(th-p.rofessions.




-
. - -’

g. There is a great need for accurate mformation for p‘ianmng,

s

- . : especiaﬂy durmg time of retrenctnent (This point x:as )

_,' . strongly emphasued in one of the other sesswns, where the,

<

o . Carruthers/Onng paper was presented ) R
. . . ) ~
I ‘ .
. . 3. | Differentiation of Function: A prime element in'most state p'ians .
o ' ' seeking to promote d1vers1ty, access, cholce and %iality in state

systests of "postsecondary educatwn is some.- suggested pattern of

. 'differentiatioo of ﬂmction 'his pattem must go far beyond ass1gn- ,;
S * ing diverse mstitutmna‘i role and scppe stateﬂents with some degree,
: _ . of séeciﬁcxty for a time fratae of three to fwe years. It mst‘.grapp'ie
Mith angd give cohoreece a whole package of related matters: stodent
admssion, transfer and artmu}adon standarcTS' ;;iﬂtfﬁn ‘ee patterns .
meshed wi..h stuo‘én id prograsas, possibIe dif,ferentxé'is in faculty A
I . —sa‘iary, "teaching igad and researtn écf*‘nties and certainly a careful

: program' revie_u process (discussed furthér below) which_correiates v

. » . <,
program evaluation to.assigned role-and scope. o, . S

]

+ 4, ' The Questwn of Quaht). CTOSeiy related to the cultivation of -

differenuated functions is the quesmon of defining academic qua‘hty
In addﬂ:)on to espha.s:zmg the institutional model‘'-- e.g. the "flagship
universit.y -2 to bolster mgh-quahey in its traditional s‘ense, as
\ eloquently 'arged by George Sgnnam, state boards need 'f,o deveiop atter- -
native mde'ls,of’ qoa'ﬁty which foster institutional pride, the striving "
. i‘1"or excellence and program growth in institutions of vary1ng mssieﬁs

The idénti‘matwn of excellence of function as opposed to excellence

of 1nstitut1ons was suggested as a corzceptuf approach to the problem.
Mention. was also made of the_ need to deyelop more knowledge about con-

‘cepts of value-added as an aid to defihing quality.
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5. The need for Comprehensive State Planning, linked to other related
. < % b - *

—

activities. In ‘the Hillard addréss and ip severa] panel discussions, the

va1ue of broad-gauged state planning was stressed. Millard, urged that
it include the total postsecondary educational resources 6f a state -

—-—

-

public, private and proprzetary~ He also potnted to the need for state --

?
_planning .to be~=ens1tive to the 1mpact of redera] programs, developments
in e1emeqtary/secondary education éﬁd collegtive berga1ning processes.

i

! 1
Panel sessions also emphasized the need for tire planning process to deal

L

with p?ob1eas sech as the fu}lowing:

a:\ The chenging nature of gbe student body -- bart time/full, time

. ~ ratios; growth in adult learners and ﬁeclipe in traditional

age groups. The.cgnsequences of these trends for FTé counts,

instjtutional 4and state fimancing, and ;mgram justjfic'etion

, and,e}iaiﬁation must be pursued. *© , : 4

T . b The whole series of issues connected with adult and oBfitinu-
- fng education, vocational gducatwn and education by ouu»of-

N state institutzgns examination of the financing, program
evaluetion, credi twworthiness, 11censure and regulation of
these differang programs must be undertaken. 2 ¢

c. the complex arena o‘ facu1ty development and evaluation,

! though some present felt that this was not an appropriate *

issue for state board intervention. ,.

—— . -—

d. The promotion of interinstitutional cooperation, through. .
. : consorfia, state-sanctioned regiona]izatfon of intenstatej

compacts.

<

™

SN

N
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DU The Polit‘fcs of P]anning Presumably any state board entemng X
activities such as role and scope -planning and program review has an *

appropriate jundicaT base for ft:he -exercise of such powers, but a

—— »
———
———

- cdﬁpmion question arises about the politics of planning. Mostly

Y

remarkabm by its absence at the conference wasl any ser us treatment -

. oof the politica'l constraines dn academic *planning or prog-ram review.

- -

One' ’interestiné discussion which did occur raised the issue of the -

-

N posf,ble dangers to the immunities normgl'ly granted acadéﬁc programs
from direct state accountability which mig%t result from ovgr}y - -
s successfu'l ef orts to mtegrate acadamc planning and program review

*

\-nth budgetmg I,n theory such 1ntegrat1on seems eﬂnrzentl_y ’iogica’!;

-

-in practice it &ught r.snTt in thrusting state pohtwal persdna'ﬁties
deep 1nto academc pmgram areas where noma} stazte budgeting hay\(!\ot

previously _carrie(d them. Clgarly this §£ also an 1ssue worth more. o

careful thought.

P . " Finaﬂy, ‘the purposes, 1teria, processes and powers .of program

broad topic fully justified its number one rating on the Barak pre-
A |

[ s -
— -

+ conference sureey of interests. ‘
‘ g A ) ' A~
One‘could detect, amidst ali the spirited give-and-take, sevéral major

-
*

strinds of disagreement of each of the four aspects of program revien,,

= b - . - - B /v
~ Concerning kurposes, many pa 1cipan$&lvarn‘éd that while program rg@iew ) )

~

o, is obvious'ly one of the many toois of retrerrchment it should be R
approached in its broader positive d1mens‘ions as an a’id to 1nstitutiorfal
and system sq]f-renewé*[.‘} im’*ortunate'fy, the'session'd’id not afford

b

sufficient time to. expTore this challenge ‘nore thorpughly.

-~

4 A ’

. s

. . .
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Conte ding érit\;‘h there .was .some disagreement-between ﬂ;ose -
whor tressect. the state board role in evaTuatzng pnogram quahty (some .
even ms:sting that quality could be applied ds an 1ndependent critemonl v
_and thoge who felt that need' cost,- pmductiwty, dup‘tigation and

cther criteria were equa‘l]y mpor'tant, and in any case, had to be

Tooked at in conguncpoa mt@ quality before souqd.gudgnents could

s -

ber?dered ot . g . ~

- Concerping procgsses, opinion divided between those who favored a

maJor role for tﬁe state board staff and/or outsfde consultants and those.

“who felt, that institutiona! partxcipatwn was cruc1a1 -Also-ra‘lsed were

the re?:ated 1/ssues of the re'latwe des1rabﬂ1ey of laterai (horizonta]) . k

vS. insgjtutional (vert1ca1) reviews and of&ad “hoc vs/ cyclical patterns. e

Also discussed in the context of processes were the needs of assuring -

’—

"}

due process and of developing mcentwes for 1nst1tut19na1 se}f-

- -r P .

-

'eyaluation of programs. | S ‘ LT

S

’ . . i .
Finally, corcerning powers, there was a polite but firm disagreement
"between those wha felt that the state board or state government_should

have final authority for program decisions, and those who felt ‘these

crucial academic juac_ments had to.remain 4ith the institutions. . -

&
Ve , . . -

*

It was generally agreed that much more remained to be learned about « .

—

both the costs and eth'e benefits of program review. It was pointed out’

.

Y . - .
that even thoygh some reviews of existifg programs resulted mostly in .
cosr;etic changes n_e,ve?:s the symbg]ic aspects of the reviews may. have some

- valuefor highe}-/educat:ion with persons“in state govemment.' ' -

s

A preliminary draft of a monograph on state level review of academic ' ' -

1 - i . 'I - :
programs by heberi: Barak and Ropert Berdahl was distributed at the ¢
conference with the final vei*sioﬁ' to be made available from IEP later

<in 1977, PR A b : C
2i . . ' 111-7 4+




< S .. IV, . CONCLUDING REMARKS

4

*'> Harren HiT1l, Executive Director,%Education Comnisswn of the States

, . k -
3 N |
It wou‘!q be easy to be negative about all of the prob]ems I've

red

i \ heard disc sed and to conclude that te aren 't doang‘too well. It's . - )
'A.' ¢ true that not everyth1ng we do is perfect and we could go hox With ;
, 4 pity poor us, we' re in inposs1b1e ass1gnments“ attitude He could )
" .agree that:- ‘ ) .
’ ' - Wg dori't’ know what quality is R ,
‘ ] We don't tnou.how th assure equity ; ’/

We don't know how /to p'lan, or whom td plan with ™ & e

*

A
Qs*
ne
'

. - He don't know h

¢

't_o qvofd_duplicafion or prrase out programs

- - * , @ M
k' ) .. or institutes ) . . . : . -

¢

We don't know how fo measure what we are doing, or to re_'i‘at"e“

-
LY

“ our outcomes to costs X S
These, however, are not my conclusions.” No one claims to be
"\,

perfect in what he or she is 'domg but the ev*Ldence is clear that we

. ‘are\deahng with these probl ems and with coﬁs1derab1e’degrees of ’

success Half the batt‘le “is “in bemg able to defme the problem - and

you are way past that stage. You have at this conference shared informa-

twn, m»s1ghts, straiegzes, that brmg cons‘iderable benefit/éo each of

—

’)’ N‘hat do fconclhde7 . .- /j\ o "z e
L. That central agencies’ are finding 1ncreasmgly productive .
:_ b ways ?f workmg mth both the oth’er educatvona] components ‘ )
. ) and the po‘th\cal 'lea_dersfnp. ¥r€’ finding Ctmnon ' _
' b ) a ) objectives and moving together, partﬁ:u'larly A our 701*1: ‘ PN
’ l’ mth poﬁtica'l 1eaders - ) o

. ,_‘ s

. » - N
I3 Y. -
J .7 . *
~ . - - -
. . . .
.
f
1]

-



Let me

»

) e . 4 . ,
{3"\ ' - »or ,‘ I T e . ' ] . . .{
' ‘o - - [+ . ;
- We are 1ncreas1ng]y aware of the need - at all Qeve]s - J

¢ ?br—accurate and déreful]y def1ned 1nformat1onv ‘Ha're
[

}earning how to best use it, share it and disseminate.it.

>

< We have'demonstrated pl;nﬂ%hg and anaIyt1ca} skills and we

— can 1@ent1fy the viab]e pohcy ophons available to dec1s1on-

.
<

.. makers..

P = &

- We can agcept changed conditions and still .be effective.
Z;nd you'home with these thoughts.
- Remember that people and institutions hear what thgg want to

—

" hear. .It makes a difference whose ox is being gored. We
need to be more specific.

C

- Bed proposals. tend to-Tive on. They ‘are hq;der to kill

than a snake on sof ground. " .

-~ Quality tends to de in the eye.of the*béholder - If I'm

]

doing 1t, it's .high qu3lity. We nekd to establish agreed é;i R
- ' J - v -’

-

o~

[

-

- Be proud of what you do.

upon criteria befgre assessments are made. .

- Money does make a difference. . Not always, but usually
- , P . .

you']l get lots of arguments that it won't.

- Those who resent your existence are the same ones who wish
L F T
to have you champion the1r causes

-
-

- The critical decisions affect1ng higher education are more

apt to be made n 1eg1s]atnve,ha}1s and in Congress than

they'are-on campus - and your jmpaét can be mosﬁ.significant~ﬁ
- “ I ’ . . Y
because gf that., 'i s ' -

-necessary and valuable activity. To the extent that you qo/your,

work well, you will increase Opportupity, maintain and extend"
quality, and make it diffi;ﬁ}t for political leaders to make °

“uninformed and indefensibl€ decisidns. '

*

You are engaged in a complex, difficult,

7

. "

Y,
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o . .V. POSSIBLE FUTHRE AGENDA ITEMS

L]
3 A

. On the basis of his observation of the conference'discussions,~Robert )
Berdah1'then presented the fo]lowing_itenS'to be,considered as possible

¢ agenda for future action: : ";

\J . " 1. The first business at hand will obviously be a formal evalua-

 tion of the success of this conference. Evaluation sheets were coll ved
. ,':s during this session (Reactions of the partic1pants turned out to/be
extremely favorable).

\

-

. 2. If the confe5ence is Judged successful d1scuss1ons éﬁOu]d be

- s »
~ undertaken with SHEEO, IEP\and ECS about holding another one within a

year. Lndigatﬁons are of ppsitive support so long as a new separate ‘-

organfzation with all its paraphenalia is not created.

*

3:> what wouid be pdSsab1e, short of a formal structure, would be
& h <to develop a separate directory of state academic and program off1cers -
. wztn or without a choice-of ‘several such persons to be spokespersons teo

‘. SHEEO, IEP and ECS. o , >

}
4, Issues identified in thws sunnary or by other means cou]d be

-

11nked up w1th 1ntere$ted academic and program staff and some of these

spec1a1 1nteres; groups could form “"committees of correspondence“ to . h

- ~

- . exchange 1deas and reseerch in between meet1ngs

- 5 A]ternat1ve1y or in addieqon meetings of academic and program -

'

staff “in the various reg1ons‘cou1d be encouraged especia]ly in reg1ons

/ _ not now’ served by interstate compacts, SHEEO or IEP cgu]d “be urged to

N

play .a catqaytic ro]e _ - L CT .

-

6. Some centra] of fice -- perhaps ECS - cou]d be.requeStEd to

) G
’ maintain 2 roster of outside peer review consu1tants used.by various_

[t]

states, ideally wwth*some mode of conf1dent1a1 eva]uation of their

7 ~

. ﬁgerformance ' . / i

T
.
\,

~—




B . - _7. Some thought shou1d be dqrected by th1§ group or SHEEO to the N 7;;}‘

) advantages and d1sadvantage§ of the sUggestwon of one partic1pant to ’ ' ';f
? . ..;'v;,:
add an out-o f%state agency staffer o an otherw1se profess1ena1 prog(am ’ .L;%h

’{ I

'revieg team. This presumably would lead to some- ba1ance of criteria id

judging programs but-could also raise other prob1ems. ’ k' DR
. - 3 f - . N

8. This conference -- as a starter -="was over1oaded with tbpiés --

to help get a*broad(?aster of 1dent1f1ed problems and potent1at resources -ﬂjf‘g )

wh11e being largely conf1ned to academic planning and program-offtcers

‘i

Pérhaps both were ne to estabT1sh a terr1te\y But,’ 1f future meetings
are d ided cons eration ‘should be given to the des1rab111ty of pfob- :
ing feﬁer prob1ems at greater depth, and”of inviting in more "outs1ders" :_' )

P

" as resource peop1e (not participants) to discuss 1nterfaces of p1ann1ng

and pro m review. -Such outsiders might be representatives af pub31c,

’ private ahg\proprretary institutions as well as interested state and

f , ¥

\*“* federal po1it1c1ans and the1r key staff members.
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OPENING SESSION |,

“ THE ‘MAINTENANCE OF
ACADEMIC QUALITY IN A
* TIME” OF oncenmm

STATE-LEVEL ACADEMIC
*PROGRAM REVIEW PROCEDURES
% PROBLEMS -

*

IN HIGHER EDUCATION:
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Tuesday, duly 19, 1977° .-*°

.. GENERAL SESSION: " *°
STATE OF ‘THE_SEMINAR
I ) - ‘ L

_ ISSUES OF STATEWIOE CONCERN

touis Rabineau, Directpr, Inservice Educat1on Program
Robert J. Barak, Director, Research & Information

*-Robert W. Jacobtjgséistant Commissioner - Missouri

" ~a
Convener
Dan S. Hobbs Vice Chancellor for Academic Affafrs .
R -Ok]ahoma . , "
"Speaker: ~ ' ¢ .
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- . Iowa Board of Regents -

George Bonham, Editor-in-Chief CHANGE Magazine

- g

Convener:
John F. Porter, Executive Director Commzss1on on
° Higher Education -~ Alabama

D1scussants

El1zabeth Johnson, Member, Oregon Educational <
Coordinating Commission
Theodore Hol]ander ,Deputy Commissioner, New York;.
{ Chancellor-elect, New_.dJersey
Philljp Sirotkin, Executive Director} WICHE®

-

Convener: F
John J. Conard Executive Officer, ‘Board of
Regents - Kansas

'Speaker'~ T @ .
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Robert J. Barak -
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ENROLLMENT DECLINES - Its impact, how are  Converier: T4
you meeting it? Hﬁat iegisiative action W}liiam Carr, Associate Director, Commission on

has resulted?2 -~ . . Higher’ Education -+Alabama’
g . Resourcgjberson
) . Stephen Dresch President, Institute for Demographic _
= - . 3' & Economic Studfes, Yale y
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S Ladies and Géntlemen . 7 .
£ 'j " ~Unlike the fo‘!é you-run around m th, my friends are a rather / :

- E3

) simlesninded lot, and they. be’heve aimost anything I tell then. When I —

Al .

v

e revealed to one of my assoc;iates that I was going out to Colorado to - -
' addrgss a SHEEO[ECS/IEP seminar, heuassumed that I was going to lecture

C

/the Kational War Co‘nege on the strategic mportance of the Cmtse rmssi]e
:~ I obviously did not wish to disappoint him, Ieaving his own imagination LN
intact, 3nd éxp]amed that he simply couldn“ understand the itnportance o '

’

‘Of'lta” . ’ . '-—\ y -

.

As a mage,zine editor, 1 have, of course, a mor"e than passing interes:.

“ the ca:rpaign for the use of g'iain English. I'm afraid -that anyone now-
msmng to enter the Iabjrinthian v.zays of the academc must not only watch -

!‘ their P'syand Q\ but also carry around a dictionary of the one thousand

A . L4

most mp rtant academic a%rony'as I might tell you that I happen to .
/ represe t a multiple 0?‘9&“123&.70“ called ECFfC.ﬂ/CPS/GiP (Of course NCHMS
‘ sounds reaﬂy much bettor“) for those rot’ suff1c1ent1y nip on such nataers,
~ 7 I shall explain -- but orﬂy once -- that tins stands For the Educational
Change Foundation -Change Magazine-Change ?rofessiona'] SerV1ces-Ch£95
Fa;azine Press-/ai‘t of which obligations take far too much time for me to
Jeave much r.oom to spoof those who mal treata the Eng'(isi‘/I)anguage. Y

I do not fault government employees any- more on thi s score than others

¥

. m Amer\an 1ife. Anyone who oi sbehaves in my office is consigned to one -
. month s WU reading college news releqses It is almost instau.tg

_cure, but Hdoes ive some chmcal insight info this form of foo -m-mouth

“ -

4

disease. I remember, some time 1n thg"late sixties, when the president
©of Princeton Univemity wrote a letter to the Princeton alumni.. “You are - .
probabiy aware," he began, “that we have been experiéncing very cons1derable, :

. . potentially exploswe, express1ons af dissatisfaction on issues only

* i $ .
. - ) : 4 %
’ ' ! ' "
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. B e  That the Students h T

- partially related™ He]l,ﬂ he meant that the students had given- his o

" college a bad fime. 1 recall Vgr'esid’ent‘Fr?mk"l*m Roosevelt's reaction |

Do &tq‘,a 1942 gove'mnent'ﬁem’ concerning t_;‘lac?éﬁts. It said: . {/ . 4

Such preparations shall be ba@ as will completely .
. Xbscare all Federal buildings'and non-Féderal . < \
( ., . buﬂdmgs occupied by the Federal government during
,an air raid for dny period of time from vxs1b1‘lity - .
by reason of internal or external illumination." . T

' . -

e o *Tell them,” Roosevelt sa1d :“that in buildings .where- they have\to .o
iceep the work going' to ptft something across the windows.™ ‘ |
I think chat one of the character1st1cs of ‘oar ..me 1s that the ‘ . :
&perts -- and you certainly belong to that elite group -- tend to know C
‘more ar_xd more about less and less. Martin Trow‘has written elsewhere ’ .
\ " about the private and public lives of academics. My own semse of this
fi;‘ld would "tempt me to dissect the academy even further, into sﬁﬂ‘ : -
smaller pieces. There are sem'lautonomous mmwor'(dls in higher <‘
¢ ec{ucati_oq, which exist pretty much within their own 4:::Jter"f’tes,. and’ . |
to;;ch a&ac‘ent wor!lds all the way'fmm frequently to only rare‘ly
Your world is the role of the states in the inprovenient and oversight -
L of education beyond the high schoo‘l Even mthm‘ your own staffs, you .
ténd £o develap ‘urther groups and subgr%ups. He have many such worlds

\

in the academy, and' I would hesitate to~count than all. TherL are the 2

’ -

\wor‘lds of student adm*rsswns, financ1a1 aid, med':ca'( and, engmeering i ¢

educatwn, biomedical research, university management, student personne‘l
! fund -raiging, consortia, church ed ation bodies, student union officera
- > and a‘luxm's re'iations Each by now is an fnotegral and relatively large /-
su,b -wor‘ld “of us own. You m‘(‘l no. doubt have noticed-that I have not -
'even referred to the*scho‘lar‘ly societies, to facu'ity,organizatidns, {

R college athletics, or, to that most upique and most influential group™

- B , . . B . .

. L

of al] -- Change Magazme subscribers! . .
T <_ / . * K . ¢ .t
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- o Thvis ‘fraginentr&on of@ow]edge, of 1n1t1at1ves, and of . S : 1

responsibilities, is a nec%sary if lamentable.part of modern hfe”’
} t
He should norssume, however,’ that 1t does not interpose serious hurd]es) : .

a 1arger nderstanding of the jssués, let alone the shape of__the

e and certain}y the general in charge c‘ my division, -knew the plans “and

" . did I learn tk/a-t\e\{a\ they were conceveé with only a limited sector .
of the‘camfpaign_: - . ° . ‘
- - @is growingten‘de_'hcy tgwards- the éxpert spec_iaHst in higher S .
education is not only dn American phenomenon, though the sheer size of .
- our own system makes this probably more necessary.. Las®#sweek I returned
from Sweden, which in the entire country enrolls less than 35,000 post~ P
L ;econdary students, and supports a teaching staff of‘sevgn& tfousand,
And yet, what struck me in my visits w‘ith_the gm;emment agency respons%ble
- for higher education was that as soon as the éc;nversation veered from ' ~
the area of one's particular responsi‘bﬂity, the response wa"s?'a‘weﬂ, . /
» I'm not quite sure aboyt that You'll req)‘lly have to ask the ko-and-so - .
Bureau.abeut that.”. What was the total government budget in a'H' forms-
of: higher and conti‘nuiné educatiqn in Swe'den, I asked? Most of thel |, s
, experts 1 1nter§/i?w.ed at the Swec_ﬁsh'soard%f quvgrsities could give me- :

" no precise figures on th'e matter. Nor were tﬁey 1n any -way ent_:_a_?;rassed

that they fould not~ One would have thought; of course, that the
. -

Europea.n 3pproach to orgamz1 education u;\ger one centrahzed mmstry

. 'would avoid this‘kind of refraction of general eknowled_ge
fieTéY.,' But this does not seem to be the case. '

t
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Nor is it made easy in_this country to have a suffic1ent national | . .

’

overview of academic matters to make the klnds of sagacious obse:ia-
tions.which would encompass the value systems and interests of t

country as a whole. Nonetheless, I be11eve that such gener;11sts, even

. o mm——

if small 4n number, are absolute1y necessary. David R1esmqn, with a ,: ¢
Titerally encyclopedic knowledge of higher educatioq,socio109y,fis

unique in this country, if'not'iﬁenﬁo}ﬁdt~-ﬁoﬁh Gardner learned mo

4

Vabout education, I suspect, by heading the 1964 Hhite House Conference
on Education, than after 11 years w1th the Carneg1e Corporation. Frank

Newman, a remarkably spr1ght and vigorous c¥itic gf figher educat1on, t ‘
L » .

had occasion to take on this-national focus with.thé help of two federal 3

<,
task forces on academic referm, He is now'doihgvpenance by having to s
. s v
run a state university, which is quite a different matEer from being a
- Q .

—_—

national critif. Clark Kerr would never have gained his bird's eye
knowledge of higher education at the University of Ca1iforniax- It teok R
< 1

a $6 miliion national commission to elevate him to a sufficiently high -

: .
N " - - = ——

observation post to see the entire academic firmament. I know that
1

critics havetaken after the Carnegie Commission for not dealing with o »
I issues of learning content. While ehis is a debatable issue, I would and )
have argded fha% the very existence of the‘Cpmmission made possible the . 2ot
coming together of varied talents,\apo could for once take sufficient. —
time and sufficient reflection to look at Amer1can higher\educat1on as
~a whole. _ L e ' . .
"+ Having .said all that, I come to the maiﬁgr of quality, gnd its ) : }'<
mintenance in the fepe of innumerable threats, of thch the scarcity -

of public funds %s only one.;'i wouTd not presume to prescribe to yeu,

L 4

"a single formula, a particulaiiii:ak-through approach; ‘to one of the - s
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. entai1s fssues relating to pﬁg?ic moralf}y, to soc1a1 sensib111tiesf to
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. . .
fundamentai questions which' faces you in education as_ it d:;; others . .. W
e}sewhere around the country I would wager that'thei%ame kind of '

dentral quest1on is being a;ked -- or at laast ought to be asked --

by our anned forces, by7the United States %?stal Service, by Amtrak ¢

by various hosp1ta1 corporat1ons, by, jurists, by our leading scientists, -

- .

and, 1ndeed, by anyone sufficiently interested in the quality of pub11c

-

services It is an extraord1narily difficuTt question to answer. It

nnney, to cit1zens expectation:, to consumer demand, and even to — ’ : %%;
¢ P2
x

defzn)tions of 1anguage Hhat quality are we talkxng about? Intellectual ‘;?g

quality? Qualities °f;ﬂ?ma" pe tions? Social sensitivities? Personal .

C ‘ M i

insights? Qualities of reaspn? Or commitment? Qualities of "sheer
. o . .

heart_and compassion?
’ ‘¢ . S
Recently I. spoke before a small. inner &ity Catholic college, which
"Mr. Bonham," asked one department . {//

cha1rrfnan, “how;jo we maméin quality in thjs institution and still stéy

had .just lost its accred1tat1on

alive?" Well, it was obvious that here was, not a m1n1-Harvard But .
perhaps its own sense of what qualities were worth pre;erving were more

salient to the needs of its particular comd@nity. If that college

could teach its students marketable skills,:some social sophistication
v . .

which spoke to humanistic va]uesleand the respect of others, could
N L g '
teach that attacking old people and raping # helpless women in that --

urban jung]e'were ciearly beneatQ\their own:sense of dignity and simply

contemptuous -~ if these matter® could be taught and Iearned, did not
this bring a quality of education -to this comﬁun ty thit was somehow at
least as worthy as 700 SAT scoressand being'a shoo-in for Yale Law

School%

D




These are- st,ﬂ] the issues bound to the etemal questions of" human .
worth. They need to be d'iscussed in e?gry state and every comnunity ‘
where people stﬂ'l care-about the improvement of human life. (In this s oY
connectil, I‘ike very much the effort of the state education agency
of Tennessee to develop a series of deﬁnitions of goals and gdality, " ', i
which it v’fshesxbobth students and ipstitutions of learning to reacl('h . T
outJto. ‘Not ever;one will agree with their definitions. The effort, '
is the important thing.) (‘ . - . : -

- * /
Tue issue of md&ntaining quality in a pemod of leveling is as-p?d

e

a8 question as Amemca ztse'lf Fore‘ign observers such as DeTocqueviHe
and Gunnar Myrdal haye seen with particular acugéness this particular
tension between our searcn for excellence and the need to equalize
opportunities. We sti'l'lk tend to beH.eve in general 'that one can be,
equal and superior at the same time, that the potential .for human,
growth 'is‘on'ly bounded by fthe given opportunity,ﬂand, of course, access -

thereto. P - : - T

red

i
\
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,,fge ane now :n.oﬁe of those periods wnere‘Fpis sentiment towards
- . “- : . -
-. . equalizing through wider acTess to highet_learning runs partiCUTar1y )
. ft;eng. It was®not alweys so~ Thomas Jefferson, in hi; Notes on
. < Yirginia, made e‘eldn for‘elementar& schoo]ing, by which, he said, \
“twenty of the best geniuses will be raked from the rubbish annualTy
Jefferson returned several times to this theme of rigorous intellectual ;‘ v,
. selection, notably in his 8111 for the Hore General Diffusion of ‘
_ Knowledge." : , | Bl ' ;.
The American attitude towards intellectuality has always bee;
. ambiguous, to say.the least. Were one tq ask average Americens about
the leadinq intellectual 1igﬁ§§ in-this country, I doubt that they
could name anyone beyond perhaps Margaret'Mead and Eric Heffer. So

1 1t,1s clearly not the kind of quality of é&xcellence that lies just .

beneath the public consc1ousness Jacques Barzun, in his, The House

of Intel]ect, puts this pecuixariy,gmér1can amb1qu1ty this way: "Since
it is seldom cleay whether intellectual act1v1ty denotes a superior .

mode of being or a vital def1c1ency, eptnion swings between consider-
: Pl

fng intellect a privilege and seeing it as a handicap. As a privi1ege

it mu%t be assailed, as a handicap it seems so' easily remeeied that it

S . ‘ . ~ -

is scorned. In neither phase is the feeling whole and assuredy for the

e

" attack and the derision alike testify to a qualztx that gives no hq]d
“ t5 the philanthropic impyTse. This _is why the ‘egghead’ and the gr1nd' -
are not pié%ed%??i? the pﬁ&sical cripple, éen though all three-are o ‘ e
deemed miscarriages of nature. Intellect is tHus simultaﬁeousfy fooked '
. up to, resented, envied, and regarded with cold'contempt ¢
So much, then, for Fhe Ameriqen view of intellect. The connective

tissue between the celebfetion of the qﬁpd'and‘academic quality is,

of course, intimate and apparent to most people in academic 1if&, or

- 3
- . ‘

L
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\EQ\it wauld at least appear. But no matter how we cage to define those .,
A!‘

. - .
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human qualities that sérve‘both private and public ends\, we have on the
.whole ignored one fundamental law of physics,. which applies bq national-
When 1ou freelyxjntennix ‘the rich w1th,the poor, °x . K

destinies as well:
high pressure with a vacuum vessel, high density with low density,e,
quid, 'what you end up with is something
e\hiretofore-qess fortunye -
h .

:concentrated color with. clear

In the sociolqgica1 jdiom, thos
hi g in between", while

in between.
are thus 1arge1y benefiting from that "somet]

.those once h19h in the sadd1e suffer a definite deciine in the quality

of whatever it is they are now engaged in.

I recently watched a televisiQn'Hocumentary on the rural heaith
_The health minister was under great pressure

- ¢

s -

) deliveoy system in Higeria
from his few foreign- trained medical spec1alnsts to have the ‘govermment

® - pay for ever more costly medical research and laboratory equipment.
) Nigeria s Wandful of elite medicai specialists all work <in Lagos, and
they were used tQ expect the'best technology from their training in
England and the United States. The health nﬁnfstgr turned “them all down.
Nor for ten years at least, he said, could he afford new eiectmn"

-

4’5’4icroscbpes and radiation eduipment. The public investment was to be
mdde in 250 ney rutal health clinics, primitive but effective, because,

as he said, ze~are going to dividé what 1itt1e‘ﬁe have among d1l-our
?A: people, and ndt only those who can afford-the high fees-of Lagos
For him, quality meant mirfimal hedlth care for(the'miiiions,

*specialists."”
not maximal, 20th century medicine for the few.
The dilemmas which you face in your daily planning are reaiiy not a11
If you are 901ng to ha:e open

high schoolers?), you are not %oing to_reach a per capita quality

Q - -3

that different, at ieast in p?inCiple
- access for virtually all high school graduates (ang'why‘/9t adult nen-
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edUCation in 100, 000«students¢that you cou1d have ach1eved ﬂor flve

thousand st:;%nts twenty years ago. And neither the quality of that

total education, nor thé average quality of th€ new entering students,. ,

PR

.

can be as high as 1t was ‘two-decades ago for the elite few. To say .

/
otherwise s not to face ‘matters square1y‘/~e_«

N

I have on1y one quarrel with the concept that mass and class are

social ideals towards which one should constantly strivg, even though

their'total fulfillment wouid seem unlikely; or in fact prectically

- ~ * - N
warranted. My quarrel lies not with the evolving facts in the matter,

but with an overbearing proclivity of public administrators'to con?dse s

" statistical perfect1on for educat1ona1 qua11ty We are how so encumbered

by procesf?s management information systems, and efforts to perfect

acspuntab11ity, that we often foﬁbet that one ounce of social courage

may’ very well be worth a pourid 'of managerial know-how.

When, last yeﬁr,

‘we published a major financial anaTysis on the f1sca1 state of higher .

-

educatfon, no one thought of askfng, including ourSeTves, how much th1s

management of -resources had affected ecademic qua!ity.

To be sure, it is .

good news tnat colleges are now better balancing their budgets. That

makes them heroes in the eyes of coordinating boards and'ledislatures

and governors. But what, may I ask, has been ngeg up’ What is worth

s
preserving, and what hds béen lost? <k

The diiemna also appears in other forms. ‘There  are a number ef

states with which I am persona11y acquainted, who used to .mafntain one.

o«

first-rate, flagship research university; and below that a heaJthy

roster of two and four-year colleges. That flagship universlty was

soon competing against an ambitious major state/pol1ege turned state ~
1%

univers1ty, and then a th1rd and a fourth The race for equality was

———

on and it was perfect1y agreeabge to the po11t1caT/1eaders of course

- ’ 403'","_ ¢ — et "t
- * . .
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or an arch1tect
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“Simple, df x-go}ars for each>

= - _.f
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The subs@quent 1exe£:ng.took its predictable course."what’@e now havé
in mapyerstates is a marshmellow system of academic institutions, none of

a -
them topflight and none of them very bad. Nobody after all #s supposed

L3

to,deseﬁ@e better than aq&body else. - Thus, the state formula, pure and

iva]ént-;u11-time student has become a
sturdy and po1itica11y<"tractive modus operandi.~ -
The problem with/all of th1s Js that human ta]ents do not fo]]ow

these po]1t1ca1 sent nts. It is simply not in fact true that a state's
investment in t
14 . A ° 3

degree shoqu.cost the same as.that for.a malecular physicist, a lawyer

-, r

“omputer programmer for an associaté of arts

And I ask myself th1s Jf the political process were,

a Tittle _more 1og1ca1 than it 1s would and should it not be argued that -

- 0

we can draw away a bit on oar per student investments in the lower . e

reaches and add some 1ncrementa1 budgets in favor of one or two resear;h,
,un1Vers1t1es, or spec1a11zed liberal arws schools, or other academic

[4 % . . ¢ « T o
ventures in which the peopl .that state happen to have a patficular

interest? _
b 0ne-9f the best of'the state chancﬂﬂ]ors, who'recentLy retired from

one of the‘top state systems in the country, recent]y W

-~

- When my_state—decrded 16 _hroaden the op ortun1ty
-— Al

for higher education, itjrst established-a
* community college systeg+__The community colleges
were basically an extension of high school.
. Teachers were yequired to be certifiedand were **
. thereb ated with high school teachers. as
LT to saTarﬁ From othgr facts it was c]ear that
unit costs of educatfon were to be less than
,the unit cost of the university effort at the
, “lower division. These differences constituted
. ’ a clear case of differentiation based on an
. . -elitist concept. I differegtiated between these.
.institutions, both through erminology of
0 de51gnat1ng the two older universities as ’ . "
* “"graduate research centers" and establishing .-
fund1ng concepts whichrecognized the need for
* richer funding of the Centers. But pressures
have eroded-this-congept, and the concepf*as :
to the, equ1ty}and va11d1ty ‘of this funding

K% . st
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process were again opened. My impressiffis-that
‘once the question was opened, numbers became ’ ‘
powerful and the two older institutions are in *
*ga-g Ve o a mznomty in many ways. The democratic process . |
£ L resulted in 2 narrowing of.'the djfferentiation.. |
‘ I remain puzzled why weginsist:upon winners |
. . and losers and,ranktings in the world of sports \
< . .- and then claw/everyone is equal in intellectual ’ )
- - ) activities. “Those of‘us in education play a game > . Y,
of pretend and I would be something Tess than R . _
- . - realis¥ic to advocate that we abandon tie ™
. . rules of the game....The extension of educational =
-opportunity is a posnive good and ‘should not
. .-+ be retracted. My question is(u,be‘éher it cannot -
t—, : be delivered to some ‘groups &t a lower cost . &
s . in order to restore the exce'Hence m at least = | - .
- limited areas. )

_ " NI think that there you have i't,\in;a nutshell. } . .

k/ ~ Let me illustrate this dilemma in another ?Fe now know énough

¢ '

- through research of the }e&rm’ng process éno student envjronments, of ‘
" ~ what pr‘ovides an optjmﬁm setting ‘for Tearning. Anda'yet, public a’gencies
‘G . . 'e;’ihgst inva;}ab]y ignore,_the evidence’dnd act to the contrary. T¢ : I
illustrate: We know that, generally speaking, smaller and more intimate |
] learning sett.ings are incremen'tan} important in making the largest
% learfiing difference for a student. Yet, state p]aﬂner/{,jcader_nic and
political leaiers opt for '1ar"ger and larger campus units. Research shows
that prwate 1nst1tut1ons on the whole represent better settings .in terms
of deve"fopmg *ffective aspects of 1earmng than puhhc institutions.
* The trend 1s obv1ous]y to the ’ppos1te Research shows that res1dent1éT )
- coHeges are f%a{pemor to commuting campuses in ach1e(nng significant
changes in student behavior and soc1a.]1zation. And yet, underprwﬂeged ~
. . stodents, who would seem to 'beneﬁt mostjrom such influences, are '(ess
exposed to ;'es1dent1a1 sett1ngs than those from the mwd]e class.
And SO 1t goes, The d1ff1cu]tres »f re]atmg educational research
to pubhc pohcy are we}] known and need no elabdration by me. But it

.., does ﬂlustrate the seem1ng mab1hty of poht1ca1 and sem1poHt1ca]

institutions to 1dok at the-research evidence as a means for determining .
. . L S . 3,
= - ' » i ’ JERN
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public policy. I have the highest respect fpr‘the‘extnﬁorainary'
complexities of state ngernmént.\ State coordinétind bogrds,

. - /! -
! ha;;—;;;;;gifﬁbught, find .themselves in a particulariy unfortunate

never-never land. They stand between: the executive and legislative, - .

'bnanches of governmént and academic institutions, but they have no

politiecal constituencies,ﬁf their own, are damned for be%ng in the / - l}* ‘
-7 _ pockets of the academics or in the pdckets of the politicos. It must

-

surely seem to many among you as a no-win situation.,” < ..
.*.. And yet, I think there are beginning to be opportunities for a . ]
more creative %ransition from the’last decade's appiicafion of :

. N .
-

‘managerialism to hiéher gducation, to a concern over the next décade

of hqy to.beét traﬁs]ate available do]lars into maximal benefits for ° S

individual rather than'institutional needs. How this is to be done

T ™~ X ; %
islfoftunatelysnot in my province to'say. But here are some essential

-

elements that must be preserved ang better QZEEEEEHJto.ih the future:

Thé first is th? principle that™the best kind of gpve}nment i3
still hinimal government. If }ou deprive imaginative ééaéemic . .
institutions o% the natural initiatives that spring -forth from their ' .
own, créptiye Qe[}springs, you will have in your states exactly. what :

q ’ -
you deserve: marshmallow routinized education. : Ve

Secondly, you must make a dajﬁy, conscious effort to_HeaT with® . b
educational substance, since, but the very definition of your function, .

success largely lies in dealing with ‘what can be most easi]y;measufed,
rather than what can not. ~ e .

. Thirdly, we shall arrive.again in this coyntry at the point where .-

s ]

people will ask the qua]itative'questions abott, human aécomp]ighgentsr

they are already beinb asked in terms of levels of literacy. They»w311 . 1’

«
¥ .
- -
- [ /_ . 3
s . .
. N 4
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: ysoon be asked ~’m terms of other issues, 'such as prdivate and puhlic /-
. 0 ]
mora'hty,.and the deve]opment of coﬂaerative as opposed to competitive

human bemgs You v&‘ﬂ be asked to encnurage human flexibility as well

.o as human potentialf- human compassion as weH as professiona] expsrtlse,

). pub'hc morality mstead of public brutahty Tt ‘ T
. ' mi‘% . This country will ha\ve to turn some cruo:al corners mthm the .
) ertimes of your students The‘se ;o{ing years mﬂ o/nly vague’ly résémble
/\ the years past '3 The ’nécesSary social ethbrium will u‘ltxmately no% b
. ; served by the pubhc behef that every ‘human is equai in talent to

everybody else, that maintainifg quahty is best defmed by dividing a’

natien's educa.tlonal goods equally among all. Some players on the world
13 g - »

—_ stage dre more equal, than others,mwﬂ need to tde:{.ify therest

+

L \ . and the ‘orlghtest from everﬁxa]k of life, from every statlon and every

Lo ook and cranny of our SOC‘Fety To maintain’academic qua‘li‘th—you ~-; -

e —

~will riee”d’to energ:ze your sbest resour;:es and develop a social philosophy

which ‘may not always be po'ht1caHy attractwe or make front-page news ,

\4’

\and to defend'cthe nptlon that there is noth1ng ijmmoral about ident1fy1ng’ _/
: l arrd rewardlng eXceptTonaﬂ ta]ent Above all,: you m}:st devise better ways

to make the studen e. u}tlmate cent?rp
¢

of. your- work, “and not the

- e

l

- ‘ : system and coord1nat1ng ark mthln which must - work. Your® .

monthly statistics conta‘a thoosand humaJL tales, ea &ifferent from -

; the‘ other NAsda pubixc servant,’ you should be res,pﬂnswe to these ™

Y -

) /
. con\ume’rs who hﬁ?both your Judge ano‘ benef1c1ary . -

- T have no'@ount tﬁat «,Zour res,ponsibiht'les will_be more burdensome

in‘the years ahead.- But they cou]d also be more créative, and more

satisfying. You.—and your coHeagues are 1arge1y responsxble for one

- -

. h1rd of our - natwnal 1nvestment in_Ifigher 1earmng More "of our natiomal

/s

Iuture depeng's on you than you have probabl y ﬁmaglned. - - * .




.
) )

Democracy, -untutored and unfettered, soon ‘enough turnd into a

] N

mob and anarchy. It #ill be athat. crﬁcia'.L marg'in of exceﬂencavtﬁat

- < ’

* Cotld make the difference. I.think we are entering a new era 9? social
. - - [

L A . ]
balancing, and you’will néed\all your wits about you to preserve ‘what
< .

\ P
is best, along with. what is basic iij a democratic setting.
A »

- .
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~ . 8 ~ ISSUES OF.STATEHIDE CONCERN IN HIGHER EDUCATION s, !

Prior to this.seminar on academic affairs, Bob 8arak circulatpd a
4

*questionnaire to determinejrhat the major areas of interest or concern’
. among the academic officers in state higher educat fori ‘agencies currently
are, In some respects the resu]ts'are not surprisfng _They issues c
. ranged from program review with h1ghest pr1or1ty c1ose1y fb1ﬁowed bﬁf
( = academ1c quality to impact of federal progra%s on state operations. : * ’
Most of these issues arS being addressed in various _sessiens of “the
seminar. What ] would like to do this evening is step back a bit and

-

ask what is*ainore fundamental question, for on the answer or answers .

+t0 it may depend the possibility of state level academic officers ' 5

asking any auestzons ‘at all. 1ne unsteady state or the time of uncerta1nty, ..

I would suggest, applies not Onxy to higher and postsecondany educat1ona1 %,

—

.- |}
= institutions but to coord1nat1ng and govern1ng structures as weil. The N
~ - ".\
cr1t1ca1 quest1on may well be whetner ex1s;1ng coordinat1ng and govern1ng N
structures are 3€eguate gﬁ deal w1th the chang1ng conditions, the unsteady

?

sfate, add the time of upcertalnt/.

_ J .

;,1§hch questions dbouf the adequacy of existing’ coordinating and governing d
structures are being agéed across the country.. The oldest cagrdinating '
board,‘the New York,Bd;}d of éegents, along witq the existing institu-

. tional structures in the State of New York havelﬁeeﬁ under review by the -
ﬁeseell Comission. While 23 states between 1970!End 1975 modified the1r
‘state higher educat1on agencies, the rate of such review and. mod1f1q_;1on

§E;eemshto be increasing. §1x statés ddring the 1976 legislative session
considered, but did ot ajept, changee from'goordjnating to consolidated
goverﬁ;ng boards. In.Co]orado-the }eg?slative'joint budéet committee in

A ‘ 1976 d1rect1y took over from the coordinating board the funct1on of bud??t

. -

develo&ment and review for higher education. Altbough new legisiation this :
s ~

Q ’ - by
EMC ‘{3 . R . [ - .t . ) C-]
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-

-session has modified the earlier action a major legdslatiue study. of 4 -

*

-

higher educational structure has been authorized In the ne1ghbor1ng
C

state of Nebraska legislation has been passed that ass1gns directly to <

the Iegislature and its committees, the task of detenn1n1ng 1nst1tut1ona1

I -

role and scope. Connectxcut has just adopted new 1eg1s?at1on modifying
the coord1nat1ng board structure and 1ncreas1ng its powers. - In a ser1es-

of other states from Hichigan to Alabama ang from‘Utah to Massachusetts

e —

at least some legisdators are reviewing current systems and sbggestingal).

~changes. ‘ . *
The questions that have to be asked are: Why all this ferment at this ' J
time? Does this mean that current forms of coordination and governance N

have failed? What are the issues that are caus1ng public and 1eg1s]at1ve

concern? These are not easy quest1ons nor are they subject to s%mp]e
answers.—~Probab1y the most critical ouestions is the third and the

answers &0 the first and seecond, to the ektent that‘they have answers, —
lie in attempting to answer it. _It may wel] be the case, for examp]e,_ -

not that current forms of coordination and governance have fa11ed, but

that the conditions under which such boards are estab11shed no longer
prevail. Some aspects of the current proglems may in fact have grown —
out of 3some of the-gmast successes and_failures of suc boards, grantfng

that even these may vary considerably from state_to state. .,

-

Few if any reasonably sophisticated people in higher or postsecondary <
N - -~ .

o

education or in'state governﬁent would deny that we are moving into a

consjderably different perxod in postsecondary or h1gher educat1on and e - C

in the relations -of state government to higher and postsecondary educa- -

g

tion éﬁan was the case even in the recent past. fElsewheréz I have

. suggested that the situation might be considered analogous to a new ball

o . C-2
48 " . , -
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game in which the conditigns, the playing field, and the rules have

'é?ocat1on in the h1story of the country. Between 1960 and 1970 alone

I

L]

~

shxfted but not all the players have recognized the shift or d1scovered

.the new rules. In fact this is not surprising because one str1k1ng .

characterwsticfﬁ? the new game is that the rules themse\ves seem to be -

'Y
in a constant state of tpans1t1on

-

+

It should-Be,remembered that while-the first coordinating board goes
back to 1784, themajor period of the development of coordinating and_
governing boawds occurred from-1960 to 1972. During this time 23 such
béards were established with a 24th added in 1976. Today if we include, -

' 2 executively appointed ‘plahaing boards, all 50 states have boards of

some type although these vary tremendously in authority, responsibility, -
composition and even size of operat1ons Of'these 19 are governing o
boards, Zg,are coordinating boards, and 2 are executively appointed -
pTann1ng boards. The peryod of magor deve1opment of coordinating boards
coincided not acc1denta11y'w1th the largest per10d of expans?%h of higher
enrollments increased 126 percent; exoenditures increased 207 percedt;
and states bui]t'more—than 400 new_campuses. Most of the boards estab-
Tished by statute or constitutien during this period were charged with
"providing for the order1y'growth of pu6§ic higher education.” Most of
the powers given to such coordinating boards (in confrast to governing
boards) were related to problems of growth such as review and/or approval

of new programs, developing priorities for cap1taJ outlay, master planning

for program complementation; and budgetary revwew for assuring equity in .

meet1ng needs. On the whole these boards performed these functions wef%
\
Today the sxtuat10n is very different and as noted, the question becomes

.whether they succeeded but whether existing boards are adeazate to

»

/deal with the phangmg conditions. /Y .

4;0 . . !" ~a.
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While many of you are intimately familiar with some of these changed

conditions, at a seminar 1like this they may well be worth briefly

-«
. L

reviewing.

-

14
2

The first among these chang1ng conditions is the student s1tuat1on To

some extent expansion has continued at a 1esser rate and somewhat un-

<

' evenly in d1fferent»types of institutions from 1970 through 1975.

-

While enrolliments dropped slightly this 1ast fall (1976) theﬁﬂ%ay continue
to expand unevenly untzl 1980 although this. 35 doubtfu] However, you
_are "also aware of the demographic facts in relat1ons to theftrad1t1ona1

) eolhege age population -- the 18-to-24-year-olds. This group w111

decrease in the 80s and there is little evidgnce that it will increase

4

~.\\\ in the 90s. Even the Carnegie projections that the next ﬁecaae of sub-
_““stantial growth will bé from 2,000 to 2,010 §s at best specdlative. -

— While the national average is supposed to drpp by 4.1 percent by 1985

el

-in some states the drop may be as large as 22.3 percent. In only-4 states

< ¢

are modest increases in the age group expected., The predictions for

“future enrollment, while varying c0n51derab1y depending ‘upon the source,
are not for further expans1on but at hest ?5; holding about even assuming
a shift in. enro]]ment'1n most institutions to older, students and at worst
a radica] decline. Added to the population change is the drop in number
of high school graduates go1ng on to col]ege from 55 percent 1n57568 to

48 percent in 1974 plus the fact that the proportion of h1gh school
'graduates to total high school age popu]ation jnstead étecontjnuing J\
”té increase as predicted in the 60s has not only 1eve11ed off but started
‘to decline. Clearly not all institutions wiil be equglly affected. The
regional pub11c colleges and universities and the non-prestigious sma]lers
private 1nst1tut1ons may, have the most d1fk1gyjt t1me but major  increases !
anywhere are likely to be rare indeed. ﬁ'

‘J %
b




The colleges and universities are thus on the whole faced with prospects
. either of deciining enrollments or developing.new student clineteles, or

more l1ke]y both at the same time. wh11e there may indeed be a la;ge

. group of,g1der c1tﬁzens potent1a]]y 1nterested in further educat1on, the
- assumption that they w1]1 compensate either for the dec]1n1ng 18-to~24-

year-olds or that they will, if they come, engender the same or 1ncreas1ng

Fl P

levels of state support are at least open to question. Average college-’

going age has gone up in the last few years.

\ N _ . .
+ college students are over the "traditional” college-age afd one in every

’

ten students is over 35. The question can at least be raised as to whether

—

the more interested older students are not already present, and one may
wonder how large the actual reserve of additional interested adults is.
it is reasonab{y clear that additional older adults will not come in
larﬁésnumbers siqg]y by o ening the doors of traditional institutions to

fsuch'students the ﬂnstxtut1ons that have had most success in 1nvolv1ng

older.studerts are those that have been w1lling to make major changes in
curriculum, services, and modes of instruction to take education to the

students rather.than expectfng.the students to come to education:” Even

the assumption that increased numbers of older students will bring

increased funding is also oben to question‘ Some governors and legis-

| e

lators have- taken the gos1t1on that working o]der _students and not the

PR N

state should be willing to pay more of the costs of their add*t1ona1 -
education. " . - .

-

“

nationa] concern with what appears to‘be overproduction of highly

-
educated manpower not only among persons "with doctorates but to college
\ .

graduates in general, many of whom appear to be unaBTe to find emp]oy-

|

ment commensurate with their educational backgrounds. Projections that

In addition to the ehrollment picture there is considerable state angr"r\\:

Close to half of the current.'t

E

1
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Tess than 20'percent of the Tabor force need college degrées’dd not ~- -

»_/-L_J)
-

he}g and the "college, ‘who needs it?" att1tude is st111 growing and
has had impact on both public and private funding sources ?nd%ddxn?
legistators. ~More than a few people at the state 1eve1 argue that if _
add1tiona] funds are’to be spent for postsecondary educat1on they

shouldrbe invested in more clearly yocationa] and occupat1ona1 areas

’

¢

rather than in general support for hiqher educat1on.

. -

To the student situation must be added the fxscal situation. Some of

the private institutions yere beg1nn1ng to fee] the p1nch between 1nf1a-
tios and escalat1ng costs on the one hand and restricted sources of

jncome on the other as early as the mid-60s. By the €arly-705 1eg{s1ators
in some states were becoming;?}anmed>at increasing costs and deﬁands .

for funds for pubh’c institutions, This was’complicated by the growing

credibility gap between the pubhc including governors.and legislators

Aeff1c1ent managhment of higher educatidnal fnst1tut1ons Since then, - _

and higher educatmon, a gap growing out of student’unrest and wnat nas Lk

and st111 is perceived, whether correctly or not, to be less than

with recession and depressxon, the situation has become prognessively
more di?fjcu]t. State budgets have been t;hnned. In a few cases appro-
priatidns:for higher education have actuaily been decreased. .In most
states the rate of increase for h1gher education has been reduced. A

L
number of states and systems have had mandatory cutbiicks. The picture _ -

is obviously furth§4*23mplicated by the faet;that costs have esca]ated?‘} )
in;all other government service a;eas as well and higher education has

Tost its priority status. Given.the higher priorities in ne]faré, health,

energy, cdnservation and highways, the hard fact seems to be that even -

with the upturn in the'etonomy and re-emergence of state surpluses the

52 . . -6




1ikelihood

in most states of major mew ‘funds for higher education is not
C ) .

“great.
Added to these other higher pridrit; qreaé-%s the grgwiﬁg competition
fbr funds within education between elementary-secondary education and
posts;condary éducation. In»somg states this is already acute. Even -
. "though enro!lmehts are dropping in elementary-secondary more rap{dly'
than higher education, publié coﬁé?n with a return to the basics anﬁ

.

reform in elementary-secondary education, continued concern with school

district equalization, and increased cOsts relating to federal programs

such as the new ﬁizdicapped legislation tend in many quarters to give

Ay

elementary-seconddry education a nigher priority thﬁ? postsecondary®

educét;on.

Y3

As the funds Have become tighter and the prioritx fof'higher education

-

has dropped, a third factor has Hecome‘progressivély more important;

— that is, the demand‘on ?he part of state govéragent and the general public
for greater accountability. This demand for increased_gtcountébility is
also in. part a byproduct of the period’of student unrest ané’fhe : ~;
credibi}ity gap we mentioned earlier. Few people even within the highgr.

s

education community would deny that institutions should in fact be

P 5
accountable for the effective, even efficient,-use of public funds am¥~to

a greater or lesser extent they always have been. The new emphasis upom_
accountability has, however, taken a number of differeét %orms, some of
which extend considerably beyond fiscal accounting for the use of funds.
. Among these have beéa,deyslopmenfxof-managemEnt information systems,
program°budg§fiﬁ§, zero-based budgctiﬁg,’p%rfofﬁgnée audit an& pnpé;am | P
_review. _ ° ) o '

s
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As the fiscal situatidﬂ‘hasxtightened and decision making has become
~more diffitult, institutions and state agencwes as well as 1eg1slaton&
have progress1veTy come to recognize the need for more effective 1nforma-

tion sys “To some extent W1th'

2

s and revisions in the budgeting process.
the help of such organizations as the National C%ntér for Higher

Education Management Systems, including the State Level Infornation Base

Project, the American Council on Education and the National Assoc%atdon e

.~

" of. College and Un1vers1ty Budget Officers 1nst1tuttons and .state agenc1es

.

Mave themselves taken the lead in deveIop1ng instrumentsg for more ’ . s

effective reportrng"nd ana1ys1s Budgeting is, however, angther matter:

. and there is real question whether enrollment driven budget formulas

which work well in periods of expansion will be adequate to periods of

.

contract on. In addition, in some states’%here is cons1derab1y less

fhan <ond-uence between the ways ~Nn wh1ch h1gher educat1on budgets and >

.

ﬂ -

other state budgets are developed and requests made.

. . A more regent deve]ooment with far- reach1ng implications for state higher

or posts ondary educatxon agenc1es and 1nst1tut1ons has been the growing _

»

state 1hterest, even demand in some cages, not on1y with fiscal audjts

but4ﬂ‘th perfonnance !%d1ts Some 20 states have{developeﬁ their own
c?unterparts to the federal Government Account1ng 0ffice established as

1eg1slat1ve or execut:ve 1ndependent audﬁting agencies. While these

. have not been estab11shed pr1mar1}y,t9 aud1t h1gher or postsecondary
educat1on, h1gher educat1on _or some component ©of it frequently has been
a first target or primary concern, for unlike other areas of pub}1c serv1ce,

it u§ya1]y is'not tied to mandatory funding formulas.

Unfortunate?y, the state-of-the-art of performance audit is not very
advanced It does dfring 1nto pTay sissues of outcomes, results and

The question of cr1tEr1a to be used

-

effective means of achieving them.

*
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g\'&. ' the states ,are‘,sp@iing conéjderable amounts of money on public post-

r '6 - 1
° - J A
, : -% . s . s N ) ,

in such audits s critical and does move to the heart not just of _

~Fiscal but of academic effectiveness. , Far too frequent1y when such
aud'1ts are attempted by 1ndependen,t governmept_ agenc1es th‘e prmre e

N

12

_ cr1ter1on is likely to be efficiency rather thah educational effect1‘ve- X
-" . . * L ' ) ’
= ness. If educational effectiveness is to be measured, serious .

-~

_"quésti,on can be Traised as to whether noneducat‘:i&f governmént agencies

are equipped to do_so an{i, if they do, whether this does 'not weakeri the

-

*

»

integrity of the academic s. But -the 1ns1stence upon such audits .

of educational effectwehess not’ only remains but is Tikely to 1ncrease -

. A 4

- ,and' the questfon becomes whether the state h1ghér education agency in

-

-

—-—

‘take\such audits_ o ems ‘rather c1’ear that‘there are others

-

, Who will do so, whéther qual igied or not _,"9' ‘

.5} g ioF . PR
+ - . . T .
-A fourth factqﬂh?@en the ‘recognition. at the state level as weH as .

fecfera‘Hy that gubhc higher education, while an essenmal part, i

-—

. on]y one-gart of the postIcondary edutatwn universe. I% do not even -

7

E

\_/\;_ .
compr1se 211 of pubhc po secondary education for 1n=many states it does _
*not__iryﬂude much of pubHc postsecondary vocational educat‘rog. Andﬁyet

. -

secondary vocational education, sofnet%mes in dl‘rect .duplication of .

.-
- -~

occupat‘iona1 programs in corrmunity coHeges and even ‘regional coHeges and:

- L 7

L 1ndepende% higher education er propr1etary educatiqn yet both of théle )

umv‘ers1t1es Pubhc h1gher educatlon obviously does not 1nc1ude R

“w-

o sectors const'ltute 1mpor@nt— parts of the resources of the state in

postsecondary .educa’tion State concern partlcularly for relnforoﬁ'ng the .
> ﬁndependent 1nst1tutlons, for 1nc1ud.wg them in resourcd ana1yses, is
t . '
. clear]y evidenced in the fac? that some_ 43 states make .some form of . .

-direct or 1nd1re'ct aid available to them now. It has ,become gear'_that
S ™ o T

- . - . ’
' N [ -
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- o : ) - .
in plann'lng and ‘i considering the postsecOndary education resources of . - L

-

. the stdte, the-full Pagge of postsgcphda_ry education in the state’ is, going

LI o - —
, to have to be taken, into accoynt from now on.
§ e ~ he ] ¢ » '

- A fifth factor that should at least be noted is the contmumg develop-

-

ment of col'lectwe bargammg orr the nation's cgmpuses . What the full

impact of “faculty col'lectwe bargaining not on]y on 1nd1v1dua1 campuses

] £

;  but on, statew1de coordmatmg and governing systems will be is not yet

—
« c'lear uhﬂe it 1s not yet 2 nationwide phenomenon 1/1:’*15 becoming so.

v .

Hhere collective bargammg has made proads it has not only changed
. 1ptra1nst1tut1ona'l modes of operatiorr but in some states, e,g., Hew

Ye’r‘k has Ted to negof'xatwa.s)of facu]ty bargammg umts not with

/
the 1oca1 or system adrmmstrators but with the .Ofﬁce of Employee

-

b

. Re'lat1ons in the govemor svoffice- The 1mp'l1cat‘;ons of th1s : ,,, \
-:’ ’
direéct state mvo'!vement in the daﬂy affa.lrs of campuses are somewhat j
. stagger—mg. whether the state coordmatmg or govermng board 1is ﬂirect]y \'ﬂ-

invo'lvedtin‘the p_rocess or not, the board‘wﬂ?‘mve to take the impact of v v

o~

colfective bargaining _i'n'to account in.planning, bédgeting a»&tﬁgr\atiopal
nto 4 A \

. i‘imitfations ¢ It is stﬂ] \hot quit*e clear (in sp1te of the Ci Unive‘rsity'

%pf«rﬂew York expemencé’) what the ro]e of facu]tx' bargammg Units will be

. Co . >
o \when and if retrenchlnent, pr‘og?am review a d con idatigm, and” - -,
R .

performaﬁ audit come more fully 1nto*‘iay ‘It can reasonably be assumed,
however, that ;o'l'lective baQa:mng is not er]y to make/the proces§

-
*

easier. . ' .. .

3 * . .-
L : : /
o

- . ’ 2

-
L]

z
o<

. A sixth faator of growing importance is.the impact-of federal 1eg1‘s1 ation -,

-"

% - and reguI at1ons on statemde pos‘tsecondary edug,at'ronal activities. In —

one serrse this is nothmg new, State appr‘ova'l agencies for veterans affairs

*
-

Cm go back to the.G.I. Bill at %e end of ‘Horld‘War II. The thgher Education ~

-

v "_t; _ ;\ 56 -t - 7 . C;IO




Facilities Act of 1963 caT1ed for statew1de fac111t1es commissions ‘g;

with respons1b111t1es fer pTannlng and pr1or1t1e545n aT]ocatlon of funds.

L 8

g.; The Higher Educagjon Act of 1965 added communlty serv1ee and'conflnulng.

" . education advléng conm1ttees The Education Adpendments of 1972
- ,//—/permxtted_the des1gnation of exlstjng state higher educatxon *agencies

.. or creatlon of new postsecondary educatlon planning commissions apd belated

L} ' -

these td p]annlng for conmun1ty co]]eges (T1t1 X A never fund\u} and

postseccndary vacat1ona1 educatlon. The EducatJ ndment% of 1976 -

i ‘

i L fn addition assijgned to states the responsi

y \for p]anning;in relation )

[y

- Through the
¢

E \ . e
" to lifelong learning and educatidnal information genters.

t v\ 1972 and 1976‘amendmehts states were ehcouraged to derelop or'expand >

»

” s -

- the1r scholarship. programs and those states not already m the guaranteed “‘

* . Student Toan bus1ness were g1ven incentives to do so. [n adetlon,

4 7

. = federal affirmative act1on,.§iv11 rights and hand1capped legislation have
‘ cids as well as state institutions. No one is

i direct impagt on %tate agenci
/yet sure what the impact of the”new handicapped 1egzsfat1on will have in .
pfoscribing free education to handtcapped persons to the age of 21. These_

' e are examp]es rather than the full picture. What 1S'new is the range of

federal prograns that cail for statew1de p]ans and 1mpose.regu13t1qns and
additional responsib111t1es on state agencies. There is little 1nd1cat1on

—_— ya

‘  that this will lessen. What it means is that progressivety more %taff o

3, and time on the part of state higher drlﬁgstseeéndary ed&éation agefncies

’ *
f .‘\

. i will have to be devoted to state p]annlng for fedéral purposés (As well
o T§is state purposes) and to deal w1th federal regulatlons and programs It

is cr1t1ca11y important thdt thé state and‘federal programs be 1ooked at
. ’ and planned for An'relation to each qther. - ﬁ“
'. . e <. B - . ~—, ol

. 5 ~ . -
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executive expectattons We have toq;hed on this in aqgountab1]1ty.ahd.

berformapce 2udit, In some respects it mijft be'considered a further _

1abojat1on of accountabf]1ty or as.a reaction to what has been
¢ - M o L
* - perceived; ‘whether correct?y or not by\some’TE§¥slatcrs_and governors
s
as lack of accountab1]1ty It is what might be described as a demand

< N .

N 4 . . ) .
for §beater.respons1b1]1ty through further centrit3zation and control.

.Ih reflects, a feeTing that coo}dinatjng and even some go;erning boa¢ds
- -are toe weak or not sufficiently inclusive, that institufions have not
been willing- to cooperate effect1ve]y with them and havé been and are
* enggged in end ruqs, and.that the on]y way ;esponsﬁb1]1ty can be fixed
and the hard realities of today'aea{i hith is by establishing a strong -
:single governing hoard‘for 1 pub]ie institutions that qan:gontro]
the systen and make: the ha::l:écisions necessary. While this may be
cens1dered by some an over]y s1hp11st1c answer, it nevértheless not

on]y is a real alternative hut one that is appealing and does address

t_____,Jsome’ggjfﬁé‘brobfems. A- coordinating board by the hature of the case

. -
N .
~ ., *

-~ is:inﬂa difficult position. It is ]ihe]y to h@'suspected.by the |
‘ Tegis]atu;e and governor as being E,foPt-fbr inst%tdtioqa] interests
and by the institutions as being‘%he hatdhét,group fbr.the ]egis]ature -
. and'gomernor. While the govern1ng board }s c]ear]y the protagonist for
:fts members it’ has the avantage. from the ieg151at1ve and‘executive
points of vfe; of bejng one bod;\\? even, in the pres1dent or
=~ _cha¥f ;fior, oae,pe[sbn to deal. with instead"ef many and one focus of
responsibtlity for seeihg that the systém operates. Such coh?%]idated'
gohehning boards have worked in some éasES and may-indeed be appropriate

_answers. for some states,

N .
< - .
- - * !

Aeseventh faCtor 1s what might be descrzbed as changiag ]eg1s]at1ve and |

|
|
'-
i

.
I
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However, there is a fur%ﬁer step beyond this or an alternative to it.

There is developing in -some states a trend to flove responsibility for

:-h§gher and postsecondary education decisions directly tq the executive .

A .
: ~and/or Iegislative branches of the state government. H1th,the growth

of execut1ve and 1eg1s$at1ye staffs where institutions do not work -
effective]y with .coordinating.agencies or govern1ng board would create
a conso]1dated protagonist, the tendency is for executive and/or

1eg1s]at1ve branches:gf,government to take over directly the major function
N ,

of budget review, aud}t control *and decision making for higher or post-

secondary education. We began by pointing out that in Colorado last year

. t— y
a powerful joint budget committee of theiIegislature-abolished the budget

+ .
preparation review functions of the coordinating board and reserved these

wholly to itself and that in Nebraska a law has beenﬂenacted that places

the responsibility for deve]opfﬁgtinstitutionel role and scope in a
T N

£

_legislative comnittee In some cases it has been proposed that the-

planning farictions be taken qver by a genera1 state or governor 5 pTann1ng

agengy where hugher or ppstsecondary education is considered only one )

' among competing state ageneies“seeking funds.® The message seems to be

clear. 1If institutions are not willing to work cooperatively with
apnropriate state postsecondary eddcation agenéies or the agencies are

not able to exert the leadership to develop effective planning and progras

\

’?%?iew, the executive and Ie§§siative_office§ of state goyernment ax

1

prepared to move in(to create more centra]ized'and responsive agencieq or

=,

to take over the funct1ons of coord1nat1on, dec1s1on1nak1ng and cont 1

for statewide Eoo}dination and governance? [ might suggest a few. A
. ¥ - \ /
. = .

S

¥

ﬂl‘l‘

-
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number of these have a]ready been suggested in noting-the changed

-

conditions. Some of these are new on]y in the sense of being more *
drgent or critical than.before. Others have recently emerged as. matters

of major concern. -The 1ist should be considered as illustrative and

14

t exnagstive. ' »

”

-

-

First, statewide planning has always been a majar responsibility of %

-

statewide coordination and/or governance. B the nature of that

-
-

planning has changed. Instead of planning for expansion, the éeth more
dﬁfé%cu]t elanning for steady or decreasingtenrollments, for retrench-

. ment, is now crucial. If this is to be done it will require systematic
program éeview not just of new programs but of existihg ﬁiﬁgrams,
establishment of pr1or1t1esaﬁ1th a view to protecting quality, preserv-
ing di$§r51ty, and e]1m1nat1ng(dUp]1cat1on and nonecadem1ca]ry productiVe

programs. Such planning needs to be done in cooperat1on w1th and Wiuh

the #u]] 1nvo]vement of the institutions so €hat whether they are happy

about it or not they at least understand why and are not taken by
- . iy

surprise. %

. VR .- —_
Second, and closeiy related, the tota] postsecondary, educat1ona1 resourtes

in the state need to. be taken into aceount in the p1ann1ng process --
publ ic, pr1vate and proprietary. This admittedly will be difficult,
particularly ?br gaverning boards. A number of stgtes’have, however,
tdken steps in this directipn and unTess;a]I sectors are involved ahd
_.}are willing to agcept some respongibility for sgch rev%ew the end result

»is Tikely to be 5Enaiizing one'system to the advan;age of the others or

T
I3

reinforcing one system at the expense‘of the others and effective utili-




1, . o - _ |

zation of resources fﬁ'meet_the postsecondary education needs of students

¢
.

will not be accomplished. . , I —

(Y

" Third, far more attention will have %o be paid to relating expenditures?

to outcomes, to performance audit. Again unless state higher or post-

-

secondaty educational agencies are willing to move in this direction -

themselves others will do it for them. For the health and integrity of
———— P . -

»~ °  the postsecondary educational community it is critiéa]]y importgnt that

P Z

the criteria for such audit be, developed by the pos;secondéry education

-0 . community. The demand for assurance of ‘minimal csmpetenéy, currently a

, .major issue in elementary-secondary education, will in one form or .
A

e

, another impact the-higher education commnity as'well. .Legislators, -
: ngovgrnsfs,‘étdaénts and the public a?e and yi}] be increasingly concerned
ro- nok only with the eficient but with the educationally eTfective UsSe of
funds. Tﬁe general answer that education is a goigsthing-is no 1dnger

-
adequate. They want to know how, in what ways; and for whom.

Fourth,®the nature of the buddeting process will need to be thoroughly - .

. A -
\ reviewed and formulas reexamined in terms of their adequacy to deal with

problems of contraction. Enrollment driven formulas maﬁ?hé—;holly

.

inadequate under such conditions. We may need to look at such factors

as fixed and variable costs and marginal utifity in relation to program

L4

- ‘costs. Coordinating and, governing agencies may. need to work much more - -

- -

closely with state budget officers énd legislative budget dnalysts in ) .
e attéﬁptiong to bring more effective common coordination in the budgeting -

process, at least to the point 6?'a§reeing on conversion facters. Further,

bdgeting in mShy states needstto be much more ;10581y related :o'th;“ e i

- }Y .
’

. ¢ . f
planning process and vice versa. -t
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institutiong to set other state prioritie%:jjt is important for such
agencies and.in§titutions“to become éware,of yhat these other pniorities
# are and the way in which such priorities complement or conflict*with
thoee ih postsecondary e&hcation~ This is partﬁcu]arly the case in
. relation to elementary-seconqery education. One of the major problems
in the near future.may well be ééﬁbet1t1on fohiEUnds within the education
) community between elementdry-secondary and postsecondary education. Some
commog planning between the two is increa;jhgly essential .

& .
Sixth, of growing importance now is effective statewide and ‘interstate-

- regional planning for-edult and cont/inuing education.and 1lifelong leahh-
) ing. This has already become a mpetitive battleground. The Mondale
Amendment in the Amendments of 1976 has made iife?ong lfarhiaée(whatever
it is) a national priority. As suggested'earlier if traditiona3 colleges
think that older student§ are goxng to fill the gap left by decl1n1ng 18-
e to-24-year-olgs they may be §ad1y,d1sappo1nted. But unless §ome effect1ve
planning tahes place now both the older students and the institutions are

1ikely to Pe disappointed and the chaos that presently prevails in some

) states is 1ikely to get worse. -

” ) ‘ _ | _
Seventh, whether or not state coordinating or governing boards are directly
involved'in the co]lect1ve bargaining process, it is essent1a1 that they ‘

t////f’“* be fully aware of it, of what .is being bargained for and of the 1mpact of

bargaining on statewide plann1ng, program review and financing.

Pa

Eighth, whether or not the federal agencies responsible for programs

-

effecting the states get together, it is eritical that state coordinating

=

A\
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or governing boards nd%’only fully understand state implicdtjons of

%eQeggz programs but that at the state level these be looked at and.

planned for in relation to each othgr and state prioritiési’ It is aiﬁa‘

important in cooperation with national and state organjza%iohs such as ¢ ,

the étate Higher Education Executive Officers and the Education '

dﬂz?ission of the States to work to insure that the states' concérns
. , .

3

aresmade clear to national legislators.

’

Finally, and fundamentally, it is of’basic importance that the lines of.
coﬁﬁﬁggzstion between,coordinatﬁﬁa/g;d/or governing agencies AT only
_with their institutions but a]so’with legislative and executive branches
of state government be kept opeﬁ. Recognizing the Smportance of }hé~
1atterhii not to poiiticige ﬁ{gheq or pgstsecondary education but to \u, )
enablevlegislators, governors,-étate higher or postsecondary educétion
agencies to work more effectively with each other to meet the critical

problems ahead. Formal hearings along are inadequate to deal ﬁ7fﬁ/éhe'
. ( ]

»

complex issues involved. The communication should be two-way and

coniinqous. Only if this occurs can the confidence essential to effec-

-

tive operation be built.
£

To the question, can existing coordinating and/or governing boards deal

]

with these changin§ responsibilities and the complex issues that lie
ahead, it seems td me that the answer has to be that some’ of them can and

some of them, without modifyingetheir functions and ‘powers will not be, v

= s es . )
able to. Purely advisory coordinatign may soon join voluntary

- 14

coordination on a statewide level as a thing of the p st.-\The alternatives
- today }ppear to be relatively strong or regulatbry coordfnation, ‘consol idated

goigngance or, direct legislative and/or executive intervention. If, the

£ . -

1a£gé% is to be gvoided, then the roles not only of the executive but .

of thé academic-and fiscal officers of Statewide boards are going

63
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TN J
S Efcome both more difficult and more crucial. 09 how effectively t@;y can .
- work not on]y'ﬁith their own Qgggds but with the institufioﬁi, the ' .
i execytive and legislative branches of state goverqment and f%ézgublic ; h
may;weTl depenq on the future and the integfity of postsecondary, and . ?‘ ' <.
hiéhér education in this country. N Lo \,Et_ -

4

The issues with which you are dealing in this Seminar-are basic and neea '
continued discussion, analysis and implementation which extend far

beyond these three days.’ If challenge is what y&u thrive on you should
thrive gﬂghtiiy; if occassionally shortly. The ome thing I would ﬁ}ge,
’However, is tht.in dealing wit% particular issues you not lose sight of’

the wider context which makes‘these issues not just technical concerns

-

-

but the substance of the future of higher and posfsecondary education for

the decade ahead.

¥

- s/

[

Speech by Or. Richard M. Millard for the Inservice Education Project
. Seminar on Academic Affairs for State Level Officerg. Held July 18-20,
t 1977 in Keystone, Colérado. ﬁ
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Appendix D -
OTHER PAPERS : L

The following papers presented at the seminar, mentioned in the
Prpceedings, are available, on request, from the Inservice Education
—  Prégram Off)ée of the Education Commigsion of the States: .

1. Barak, Robert J., and Rovert 0. Berdahl. State-Level Academic
Program Review in Higher Education.

2. Caruthers, J. Kent, and Melvin D. Orwig. Analytic and Informa-
. tional Support for State-tevel Academic Planning. v

3. Dresch, Stephen P. Higher Educatipn: External and Internal ~

Dynam1cs of Growth and Decline. . -
4. Folger, John K. Hotes on Academic P1ann1ng 7
The following paper is part of 3 monograph entitledq: Nova Un1versity's.

Three National Doctoral Degree Programs: An -Analysis and Formative j oL
Evaluat1on By Earl Hughes, et ai. A copy of the monograph can pe obta1ned
from: - BehEV10r31 Sciences Center, Hova University, College Avenue, ~
Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33314.
5. Relson, Fred A., and William A. Kaplin. Legal and Political .
Constra1nts on Nova University's External Degr®e Programs.

~)
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" AIST OF ATTENDEES . - -

‘- 7 Peggy Anet ’ Frank M. Bowen .

- " Asgociate Coord}nator/Statewide Rlanning Research Specialist .
Council for Postsecondary Education Institute for Governmental Studies
908 East Fifth Street : University of California
01ymp1a, Washington 98504 . . Berkeley, California 94720 ¢

. Keith Asplin . ' Kenneth Brooks ,
Director of Academic Affairs Director ) s,
Coloradg Commission on H1gher Educat1on Academic Research & sultant Service
719 State Services Building * ,Post Office Box 8251
Denver, Colorado 80203 Portland, Maine 04104 & . -
~ -Robert, J. Barak - co Patrick M. Callan ' -
’ Director ’ Executive Director -
Research & Informatien Council for Postsecondary Education
State Board of Regents’ ‘ . 908 East Fifth Street -
Grimes State Office Building Olympia, Washington 98504 -
* Des Moines, Iowa 50319 ) * -
- : ) - William D. Carr -

- Roger Bassett . ' - 7 " Associate Diregtor for Academic Affairs
Senior Staff Associate Alabama Commission on Higher Education ~« ™\
Hational Center for Higher Education Union Bank Building, Suite 15 Ve

Y\Management Systems 60 Commerce Street .

Post Office Drawer "P" ) Montgomery, Alabama 36104 - -

Boglder, Colorado 80302 . .
) % Robert £. Carter

Robert (. Berdah¥# Associate Director for Programs
Professor & Chairperson - and Planning -
Department of Higher Education Kentucky Council on Public Higher .
479 Christopher Baldy Hall ) Education
State University of New York "Capital Plaza Office Tower
Buffalo, Hew York 14260 L Frankfort, Kentucky 40601
. e
Bert R. Biles .~ . « Kent Caruthers .
Director { Senior Staff Associate
Center for FacuT Evaluation and National Center for Higher Education
Development im\Higher Educaf1on ¥ Management Systems .

_ 1627 Anderson Box 3000 Post Office Drawer “B°
Manhattan, Kansas, 66502 Boulder, Colorado 80302
E. Grady Bogue .. Robert J. Casey -

. Associate Director.for Academic Affairs Academic & Desegregation Analyst
Tennessee Higher Education Commission Tennessee Higher Education Commission
501 Union Building, Suite 300 .501 Union Building, Suite 300°

— Nashville, Tennessee 37219 + Nashville, Tennéssee 37219
J George Bonham . . 1 Gary Chamberlin

‘Editor-in-Chief" * ‘ Associate Director . |
CHANGE Magazine . * Department of Higher Education |
NBW Tower . : 1301 West 7th Street ' |

New Rochelle, Hew York 10801 Little Rock, Arkansas 72201 - .




Glenn R. Church S . Donald P. Draine

Program Review Officer Assistant Executive Director for
‘ Universities Grants Commission . Academic Planning _
Lo 11-395 Berry Street . Capitol Square Bu11d1ng, Suite 400°

Winnipeg, Hanxf"a, Canada R3J 1N6 . - 550 Cedar Street
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101

. John dJ. Conard

~ Executive Officer Stephen Dresch .
" Board of Regents President <:;Tt
Merchants National Bank Tower Institute for Demograph1c & Eéon
" 800 Jackson, #1416 Studjes, Yale :
Topeka, Kansas 66612 - . 155 Whitney Avenue, Room 214

~ - » 5 New Haven, Connecticut 06510

- Byro P Connell

- Chief, Bureau of:Postsecondary Plannin§  Alan D. Ferguson

State Education Department Executive Director
* . 99 Washington Avenue, Room 1911 . Hew England Board of Higher Educatzon
= Albany, New York 12230 - 740 Grove Street

. . Wellesley, Massachusetts 02181
M. 01in Cook ¢

Executive Director Kenneth Fischer ~ v
Department of Higher Education Director, Postsecondary Education
1301 Hest 7th Street . Convening Authority
Little Rock, Arkansas 72116 ° Institute for Educational®eadership
1001 Connecticut Avenue, Suite 310
_! Robert F. Corcoran Washington, D." C. 20036 |
Associate D1rector/?ostsecondary ’
g Education Divisjon John K. Folger : v ]
. Education Commission of the States Coordinator for Policy. Analysis - |
1860 Lincoln Street, Suite 300 Education Commission of the States » |
. Denver, Colorado 80295 ) 1860 Lincoln Street, Suite 300 -t <

Denver, Colorado 802950 ) |

)

"William Coulter o |
Vice Chancellor of Administration F. Gordon Foster |
. Board of R&gents = Associate Commissiongr for Academic ///J
State Office Tower, 36th Floor Affairs
* 30 East Broad Street , State Board of .Regents L.
Columbus, Ohio 43215 * State Office Building 43 :
Pierre, South Dakota 57501 .
- Kerry Davidson — - . a
Assistant Commissioner for Academlc Michael J. Gardone, Jr. . |
Affairs _~ . Coordinator of Academic Prggrams : e
Louisiana’ Board of Regents Kentucky Council on Public Higher
1530 One American Place Education .
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70825 ] Capitalt Plaza Office Tower |
- . Frapkfort, ‘Kentucky 40601 )
Irving E. Dayton 2 /
Deputy Comm1ssi%per for Academic Charles I. Griffith >
o Affairs \ ’ Director, State Planning Commission
- “*"Montana University System . . "Pro . -
’ - 33 South Last ‘Chance Gulch ! USOE . - ,
Helena, Montana 59601 400 Maryland Avenue, S. W.

-~

Washington, D. C. 20202




Gwen Gurley
Project Secretary
Inservice Education Program
Education Comnission of the States
. 1860 Lincoln Street, Suite 300

Denver, Co]orado 80295 -

.Emi]y Hannah

Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs
‘Minnesota State Universjty System
407 Capitol Square Bu11d1ng

550 Cedar Street

St. Paul, Minnesota 55101

Warren G. Hill

Executive Director

Education Commission of the States
1860 Lincoln Street, Suite 300
Denvers Colorado 80295

Dan S. Hobbs . ‘ 1
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